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MONTANA EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Wolf recovery in Montana began in the early 1980 ay wolves increased in number and
expanded their distribution in Montana becauseatdiral emigration from Canada and a
successful federal effort that reintroduced wolveés Yellowstone National Park (YNP) and the
wilderness areas of central Idaho. The U.S. FshWildlife Service (USFWS) approved the
Montana Gray Wolf Conservation and Management Plaarly 2004, but delisting in the
northern Rockies (NRM) was delayed. When fedenatling became available later in 2004,
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) began managivolves in northwestern Montana
under a cooperative agreement with USFWS. In 2P@itana expanded its responsibility
statewide under an interagency cooperative agreienidér®e agreement allowed Montana to
implement its federally-approved state plan togkent possible and within the guidelines of
federal regulations.

Using federal funds, MFWP monitors the wolf popuaat directs problem wolf control and take
under certain circumstances, coordinates and am#soresearch, and leads wolf information and
education programs. MFWP wolf management spetgalisre hired in 2004 and are based
throughout western and central Montana. A progetaordinator is based in Helena.

The Montana wolf population increased from 2002@69, although the rate of growth slowed
down as suitable habitat becomes occupied, leavimmg conflict-prone areas vacant. As
wolves attempt to settle in these areas and ctmflth livestock occur, wolves are killed. This
dynamic produces more of a turnover effect thaetanctrease in the number of wolves on the
landscape at local scales. The combination ofdrurdrvest, agency control and other mortality
dampened, but did not fully curtail population gtbwMost of the increase occurred in WMU 1
in northwest Montana. Minimum wolf counts in WMU@&mained relatively stable from 2008
to 2009 and counts in WMU 3 declined. Nonethelassjnimum of 166 pups were produced
and the population is secure and well above fedecalvery levels.

A total of 101 verified packs of 2 or more wolvaslgied a minimum count of 524 wolves in
Montana. Thirty-seven packs qualified as a breggair according to the federal recovery
definition (an adult male and female with two suiwg pups on December 31). In WMU 1,
there were at least 308 wolves in 84 packs, 23hathwvere breeding pairs. In WMU 2, there
were at least 110 wolves in 20 packs, 5 of whichevireeding pairs. In WMU 3, there were at
least 106 wolves in 17 packs, 9 of which were bireggairs.

USDA Montana Wildlife Services (WS) confirmed tt¢at cattle, 202 sheep, 4 dogs, 4 llamas,
and 2 domestic goats were killed by wolves in cdderyear 2009. Additional losses (both
injured and dead livestock) most certainly occuriad could not be confirmed. Most
depredations occurred on private property. The tslma Livestock Loss Reduction and
Mitigation Board paid $141,462 for 367 claims ohfianed or probable death loss of livestock
in Montana in 2009. One hundred forty five wolvesre killed to reduce the potential for
further depredations. Of the 145, 135 were kibgdVS, 10 were killed by private citizens
under either state or federal regulations thatahb citizens to kill wolves seen chasing, killing,
or threatening to kill livestock. No wolves wegkén on kill permits issued to livestock owners
as part of a coordinated agency response to cogdimhepredations.



Wolves in Montana prey primarily on elk, deer, andose. Numerous research projects that
investigated wolf-ungulate relationships are wigddtown. Many reports and publications are
available. Earlier in 2009, MFWP completed thefireport summarizing efforts to monitor and
assess wolf-ungulate interactions and populatiemds within the Greater Yellowstone Area,
southwestern Montana, and Montana statewide. ol ihhe FWP website and available in hard

copy.

In February 2008, the USFWS delisted the gray wothe northern Rocky Mountain Distinct
Population Segment (all of Montana, Idaho, Wyomgwagstern Oregon, eastern Washington, and
a small part of Utah). That decision was challehigecourt in April. In July, a preliminary
injunction was granted and wolves were back unuefeéderal regulations and considered
endangered or experimental in Montana. For abmutrhonths in 2008, wolves were officially
delisted and wolves were managed wholly under Maisaregulatory framework. The USFWS
withdrew its 2008 delisting decision by fall 2008tbkat it could be re-evaluated in light of the
court order granting the preliminary injunction SEWS re-evaluated its delisting decision and
took public comment on the issues raised durin@@@8 delisting litigation and the court’s
injunction ruling.

In April 2009, USFWS published a new delisting deam that took effect May 4, 2009. The
wolf was delisted in all of Montana and Idaho, easOregon, eastern Washington, and a small
part of Utah. In Wyoming, the wolf remained list&slexperimental / non-essential under the
federal Endangered Species Act. Upon delistirgwblf was automatically reclassified as a
state species in need of management statewide Muatdgana law. Montana’s laws,
administrative rules, and the state managementtptaafull effect.

This annual report presents information on theustatistribution, and management of wolves in
the State of Montana from January 1 to Decembe2@09. The report and other information
about wolves and their management in Montana progna available dtttp://fwp.mt.gov/wolf

INTROUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Wolf recovery in Montana began in the early 19803ay wolves increased in number and
expanded their distribution in Montana becauseatdinal emigration from Canada and a
successful federal effort that reintroduced wolveés Yellowstone National Park (YNP) and the
wilderness areas of central Idaho. Montana costaantions of all 3 federal recovery areas: the
Northwest Montana Endangered Area (NWMT), the Génttaho Experimental Area (CID),

and the Greater Yellowstone Experimental Area (G{Ajure 1).

The biological and temporal requirements for wetfavery in the northern Rocky Mountains of
Montana, ldaho, and Wyoming were met in Decembég2®Before the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) can propose to delist gray woliezeral managers must be confident that a
secure, viable population of gray wolves will pstsi protections of the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) were removed. To provide that assuratieestates of Montana, Idaho, and



Wyoming developed wolf conservation and managerplams and adopted other regulatory
mechanisms in state law.

In late 2003, all 3 states submitted wolf manageam&ms to USFWS for review. Based on the
USFWS'’s independent review of the state manageplans and state law, analysis of the
comments of independent peer reviewers and thesstatsponses to those reviews, USFWS
approved the Montana and Idaho management plansirag adequate to assure maintenance of
their state’s share of the recovered tri-state wofjulation. Wyoming’s plan, however, was not

approved. USFWS will not propose delisting urité ¥Wyoming plan and associated state laws
can be approved.

After amending its Record of Decision to complyhwiithe Montana Environmental Policy Act,
MFWP increased its role in day-to-day wolf recovangl management in northwest Montana
under an interim interagency cooperative agreemes though wolves remain protected under
the federal Endangered Species Act. USFWS prowdedt funding.
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Figure 1. Northern Rockies gray wolf recovery area congatief the states of Montana, Idaho,
and Wyoming

In 2005, MFWP expanded its responsibility for wadinservation and management statewide.
Additional federal funding became available thro@gngress, beginning in federal fiscal year
2004. A new MFWP-USFWS interagency cooperativeaaent was finalized in June 2005.
With a clear agreement in place and federal funtbrgupport the work, MFWP became the lead
agency for wolf conservation and management stdtewmi June 2005, though its role and
participation gradually increased from spring 2@®4dune 2005. The agreement is effective
through June 2010, or until the wolf populatioMontana is removed from the federal list of
threatened or endangered species, or until amedndeiher party.



The cooperative agreement allows Montana to impiente approved state plan to the extent
possible and within the guidelines of federal ragohs. The cooperative agreement authorizes
Montana to conduct traditional wolf management sasfpopulation monitoring, direct problem
wolf control, take wolves under certain circumses)acoordinate and authorize research, and
coordinate and lead wolf information and educapiozgrams. Montana is committed to
maintaining the recovered status of its share @NNRM wolf population.

In July 2007, USFWS proposed changes to the fedegalation pertaining to the 10j
experimental area across southern Montana. USHW®ged that the 2005 10(j) nonessential
experimental population regulation be modified ER236942) to modify the standard by which
states and tribes with USFWS-approved plans toldp\aeience-based proposals to lethally
remove wolves shown to be negatively affecting Usiguherds. The modification from

‘primary cause’ to ‘one of the major causes’ alloveehigh but reasonable standard. In addition
it would allow anyone on private land or publicdaio shoot a wolf that was attacking their dog
or stock animals. The proposed rule change redaiver 262,000 public comments. The rule
was published on January 28, 2008 (73 FR 4720pandme effective 30 days later on February
27, 2008.

Delisting Efforts and Litigation in 2007 - 2009

On February 8, 2007, USFWS proposed to identifyditstinct Population Segment (DPS) of the
gray wolf in the NRM and to delist it. Two optiongre presented, depending on whether the
regulatory framework in Wyoming (WY) could be apped. The USFWS proposed to delist
wolves in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming, and part$/ashington, Oregon, and Utah. The
proposal noted that the ESA’s protections woulddtained in significant portions of the range
in Wyoming if adequate regulatory mechanisms wetedeveloped to conserve Wyoming’s
portion of a recovered wolf population into thedseeable future. Under this alternative
scenario, wolves in portions of Wyoming would sliated under ESA as a non-essential,
experimental populations and managed accordinigetd 994 federal regulations.

On July 6, 2007, the USFWS extended the commeidgen the February 8, 2007 proposal in
order to consider a 2007 revised Wyoming wolf mamagnt plan and state law. The delisting
proposal was open for public comment for a totéB®lays and 8 public hearings were held.
The proposed delisting rule received over 283,08lip comments. In December of 2007, the
USFWS Director determined Wyoming'’s regulatory matdbms met the requirements of the
ESA, contingent on some final steps to be takeWlggming. On February 27, 2008, USFWS
issued a final rule recognizing the NRM DPS andaemg all of this DPS from the List of
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife (73 FR 1051d)stated that Wyoming’s 2007 regulatory
mechanisms were adequate.

On March 28, 2008, wolves in Montana and throughloetNRM were officially delisted. The
Montana state plan and state laws took full efféah April 28, 2008, 12 parties filed a lawsuit
challenging the identification and delisting of tiBRM DPS. The plaintiffs also requested a
preliminarily injunction to block the delisting desmn from taking effect. The State of Montana
sought and was granted intervener status to paateifully during the litigation. Many other



interveners were permitted to participate in thigdtion in support of the USFWS delisting
decision, including the states of Idaho and WyomihgMay, during a court hearing on the
injunction request, MFWP argued that Montana’s f&tguy framework was adequate and that
the court had the flexibility to enjoin some statast not others — essentially suggesting that the
federal judge could split Montana out from Idahd &iyoming at the injunction state and put
Montana under the court’s supervision.

The NRM DPS wolf population was officially delisttdm March 28 to July 18, 2008. During
that time, the Montana regulatory framework wasffect. Wolves were protected under
Montana state law and by MFWP Commission rule gigegies in need of management
statewide. Montana’s defense of property law adldwrivate citizens to haze, harass or Kkill
wolves that were seen killing or threatening te$tock. One wolf was killed in that
circumstance during the four month period in MFW@hAnistrative Region 2 where wolf-
livestock conflicts have occurred in the past. Treedent was reported and investigated by
MFWP law enforcement. It was determined to be ldahd fulfilled the requirements of
Montana law. MFWP’s use of lethal control was guidy Interim Depredation Guidelines
previously adopted by the MFWP Commission. Therint Guidelines were applied statewide
as the formal administrative rulemaking process mas/et completed. The Guidelines and the
rules formally adopted by the MFWP Commission ipt8mber mirror the federal 2008 10j
regulations. Thus, MFWP was not more aggressivs iapplication of lethal control, nor was
there an accelerated rate of killings by non-aggraegonnel. Other aspects of the program (e.g.
monitoring, outreach, research) also transitiomedathly as MFWP has been managing the
wolf population since 2004.

On July 18, 2008, the U.S. District Court for thistbct of Montana granted the plaintiffs’

motion for a preliminary injunction and enjoine@tdSFWS implementation of the final
delisting rule for the NRM DPS of the gray wolfh&three main issues identified were the
regulatory framework in Wyoming, connectivity, atieffense of property laws. The Court’s
preliminary injunction order concluded that theiRtiéfs were likely to prevail on the merits of
their claims. The judge stated that he was indlitwerule against the federal government on two
of the three issues during the main part of thesiaiv

The NRM DPS wolf population was officially delisttdm March 28 to July 18, 2008. This
corresponded to the time lag between when thetuigjidecision took effect and when a federal
district judge granted a request for a preliminajynction (see below). During this period of
time, state and Tribal management plans and steteWere fully in effect. The Court’s
preliminary injunction reinstated ESA protectioons the gray wolf and reinstituted federal
regulations throughout the NRM DPS, effective Ji8y

On September 22, 2008, USFWS asked the Court etevéiee final rule and remand it back to
the agency. This would allow the agency to witldtae rule for further consideration and
review. On October 14, 2008, the Court vacateditta delisting rule and remanded it back to
the USFWS.

On October 28, 2008, USFWS reopened the commeiuidoen the February 2007, proposed
delisting rule that presented two different scevsfor delisting the NRM DPS. Specifically,



USFWS sought information, data, and comments fimgrpublic regarding the 2007 proposal,
with an emphasis on new information relevant te #ation, the issues raised by the Montana
District Court, and the issues raised by the Sep&er29, 2008, ruling of the U.S. District Court
for the District of Columbia with respect to the 8%rn Great Lakes gray wolf DPS. The notice
also asked for public comment on the WY regulatoagnework. About 240,000 comments
were received during that public comment period.

Based on the Court’s ruling and a more thorougkerevthe USFWS determined and notified
Wyoming in early January 2009 that its state plagh i@gulatory framework were not adequate
and no longer “approved.” Wolf management in &lWyoming [except the Wind River Tribal
Lands because the Tribe had a Service-approve( tpdensitioned immediately to the 1994
experimental rules, which are less flexible andenestrictive than the 2005 or 2008
regulations.

In December 2008, USFWS revised the NRM delistuig originally proposed in February
2007. On January 14, 2009, USFWS announced itsidedo delist wolves throughout the
NRM except the State of Wyoming, due to the lackmficcepted plan. The publication of the
decision (final rule) in the Federal Register (citil record of federal government’s decisions)
was delayed by an Executive Order on January 209.2This is a standard practice as new
federal administrations take office. The outcorheewiew by the administration could be: 1)
publish as they were drafted; 2) revise throughtamicl work and public comment and then
modify/publish, or 3) not publish and withdraw tevelop a different approach.

In February 2009, the Court awarded Earthjustice kw firm representing 12 groups which
filed the lawsuit challenging delisting) about $28B in legal fees as reimbursement for their
efforts at litigating the final delisting rule.

Upon further review by the new federal administnatin early 2009, the USFWS delisting
decision ultimately was published in the FederaiiBer and took effect in May, 2009. Wolves
were delisted throughout the Northern Rocky Mounfistinct Population Segment in the states
of Montana, Idaho, eastern Oregon, eastern Wagsinnghd a small part of Utah. The wolf
remained a federally listed species in Wyoming wuiie lack of an approved state plan and
state laws. For the delisted states, the mand&tgear post delisting oversight period began in
May.

Litigation over the 2009 delisting decision wasiagaitiated in federal court in Missoula by the
same coalition of organizations. Montana was ageanted intervenor status. An injunction
was requested, based on arguments presented phaihiffs that the hunting seasons planned
for Idaho and Montana would harm the regional vpalpulation. The injunction request was
denied and each state implemented a hunting sed¥dtten Legal briefings were filed with the
court by the all parties, and the last briefs wieslel in January 2010.



STATEWIDE PROGRAM OVERVIEW

The Montana Wolf Conservation and Management Rldrased on the work of a citizen’s
advisory council. Completed in 2003, the foundadiof the plan are to recognize gray wolves

as a native species and a part of Montana’s wéldliéritage, to approach wolf management
similar to other wildlife species such as mountains, to manage adaptively, and to address and
resolve conflicts.

However, because wolves were still listed until N2&09, some elements of Montana’s plan
could be implemented. Prior to delisting in Mdy tegal classification and federal regulations
put wolves into 2 separate categories in Montaeaadangered in northern Montana and
experimental non-essential across southern Mor{tagare 2). Wolf-livestock conflicts were
addressed and resolved using a combination oftéevdde adaptive management triggers
identified in the Montana plan and the federal taggons. In northwest Montana, the 1999
Interim Control Plan provided less flexibility tgencies and livestock owners. In contrast, more
flexibility was provided through the revised 10@pulations (revised in February 2008).

Beginning with delisting in May, the wolf was res$ified as a species in need of management
statewide (Figure 3). Montana’s laws, administ&tules, and state plan replaced the federal
framework. The 2009 delisting decision was chaézhin federal court in Missoula. No ruling
had been issued by the end of the calendar yesr thie wolf was conserved and managed as a
resident wildlife species for the remainder of ylear, with all taking regulated either by
Montana laws or the MFWP Commission.

In the early stages of implementation, a core teadaxperienced individuals led wolf
monitoring efforts and worked directly with privdedowners. MFWP’s wolf team also
worked closely with and increasingly involved oth&fWP personnel in program activities. As
time goes by, Montana wolf conservation and managenvill transition to a more fully
integrated program, led and implemented at the MREgional level. USDA Wildlife Services
(WS) investigated injured and dead livestock, arfd/P worked closely with them to resolve
conflicts.
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Figure 2. Map of the interim federal wolf management aga®ving the endangered area
where the 1999 Interim Wolf Control Plan applied &élne experimental area where
the 10(j) regulations applied prior to delistingviay, 2009. The central Idaho and
Greater Yellowstone experimental areas are shovemasince the approved status of
Montana’s state wolf plan allowed the special 14gulations to apply equally in
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Overview of Wolf Ecology in Montana

Wolves were distributed primarily in the NRM regiohwestern Montana east to the Beartooth
face near Red Lodge. Montana wolf pack territoaiesrage around 200 square miles in size but
can be 300 square miles or larger. Montana pax#sde a combination of public and private
lands. The average pack territory in Montana mmased of about 30% private land. Most
Montana packs do not live strictly in back countnjderness areas or solely on public lands. Of
the 101 packs in Montana, 11 (about 10% of all Moatpacks) reside most of the year in
remote backcountry or wilderness areas or in Glddagional Park. Many others live in public
land areas with more public access and habitabfeagation than wilderness areas or Glacier
National Park. However, the majority of Montanalfwacks live in areas where mountainous
terrain, intermountain valleys, and public / prevédnds are intermixed.

Dispersal distances in the northern Rockies avesihgat 60 miles, but dispersals over 500
linear miles have been documented. A 500-mileusaffiom any wolf pack in YNP, Glacier
National Park (GNP), or any pack in western Montaoald plausibly reach all the way to
Montana’s eastern border. Montanans should beeatlat wolves are established well enough
in the northern Rockies now that a wolf could appeaere none has been seen for decades.
Wolves are capable of covering long distanceslatively short periods of time and often travel
separately or in smaller groups. The travel abditwolves, combined with the fact that packs
split, with sub-groups traveling separately, caregn impression that there are more wolf packs
and territories than is actually the case. Packitoong efforts, especially when combined with
public / agency wolf reports, eventually leads tmaclusion about how many packs exist.

Wolf packs are family groups that consist of a dieg pair and their offspring of the current
year and/or previous years and occasionally ue@lablves. Offspring usually disperse from
the natal pack at 1, 2 or 3 years of age. Thedfilee average wolf pack in Montana is between
5-6 wolves. The largest wolf pack documented imbMaa in recent years has been 20-22
animals. Packs this large are very rare. Theseneasignificant difference in the average size
of wolf packs across all 3 Wolf Management Units.

Montana wolves can be black, gray, or nearly whitéld wolves are sometimes mistaken for
coyotes or domestic dogs. But a wolf’s large diaeg legs, narrow chest, large feet, and wide /
blocky head and snout distinguish it from the ottearid species. Adult male wolves average
about 100 pounds, but can weigh as much as 130dgoufemales weigh slightly less.

Population Estimation and Monitoring Methods

Montana wolf packs are monitored year round. Commolf monitoring techniques include
direct observational counts, howling and track sysy and public wolf reports. FWP seeks to
document pack size and breeding pair status of krmaeks, to verify wolf activity in new areas
that can result in new packs forming, to documespeatsal to the extent possible to demonstrate
connectivity, to determine pack territories anchitfy affected private landowners. As
importantly, FWP must demonstrate to USFWS that fdloa is maintaining a secure, recovered
wolf population and ESA-protections are no longecessary. The statewide minimum Montana



wolf population was estimated on a calendar yesisiidanuary to December), based upon the
best available information.

Wolf monitoring is conducted using a variety ofland techniques in combination, as is the
case for other wildlife species. Common wolf moniig tools include: radio telemetry,
howling and track surveys, reports from the pubhd other natural resource agency
professionals, and reports from private landown&&WP made a concerted effort in 2005 to
invite the public to help monitor wolves in Montamasharing information about wolves or wolf
sign they observed while afield. The MFWP websa® offers a way for the public to report
their information electronically (seeww.fwp.mt.gov/wildthings/wolf. Public reports were a
tremendous help in prioritizing MFWP’s field effert A wolf pack must be verified by agency
personnel to be included in the final statewideybaipon estimate.

A typical sequence is as follows. MFWP and otlgamey cooperators receive a report of a wolf
observation, wolf sign, or injured/dead livestoobnh the public or an agency colleague.
Because it is very difficult to gauge the reliayiland validity of the report and it is even more
difficult to verify given how much wolves travel denvironmental conditions which obliterate
tracks or degrade scats, these reports are logted database with as much spatially explicit
information as is provided. Reports of lone ansral wolf sign must eventually be linked to
other reports to build a pattern or cluster, whickurn helps direct and prioritize field effort#.
MFWP receives reports of multiple individuals (gpoaf wolves or multiple sets of tracks), pair
bonding and pack territory establishment are hidglkbly. These eventually can form a pattern
as well.

MFWP has and will continue to use volunteers wiaieyatically search areas of current wolf
reports, areas of past wolf activity, or noted “gjap wolf activity despite adequate prey base.
MFWP personnel also conduct systematic searchesckTogs are taken during these “routes”
and waypoints recorded when wolf sign is found.

The next step occurs when patterns and field remiesance yield enough information to
validate wolves were in the area. A decision waslenrabout whether to try and capture a wolf
or not. Many factors were considered when pring field efforts across the state. Not all
packs needed to have radio collars, while othersldhhave had one or more collars.
Regardless, radio telemetry has been the stangenditjue with other protocols developed and
validated based on a sample of collared packsje@&rstaff spent much of their time throughout
the year conducting ground-based trapping opesaon helicopter darting in winter. Reliable
information about specific packs and the overallesvide population was essential to implement
the approved state plan and adhere to the fecegalations.

If a pack was trapped and a radio collar is deglopa average MFWP flew 1 to 2 times per
month to locate the collared animal. In additimo)ves were ground tracked to determine
where they localized throughout the year and thrabrer of wolves traveling together. Den sites
and rendezvous sites were visited to determinepifaduction had taken place. Additional
information may be collected, such as ungulatdsdilidentification of private lands used by
wolves, identification of public land grazing aleénts where conflicts could occur, or common
travel patterns.
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At the end of the year, MFWP compiled informatiattgered through field surveys, telemetry,
and public reporting. This results in a greatedarstanding of wolf pack distribution, individual
pack sizes, pelage colors, mortality, pup productimme range sizes and patterns of use within
the territory, dispersal events, and disease. iffloemation also guided decision-making when
livestock depredations were confirmed. MFWP alsimed insight into the large area wolves
inhabit, the dynamics of pack size, and territdrijts within and between years.

MFWP estimated the number of individual wolves (&land pups of the year) in each pack
having a radio-collared member. Reliable estimate® made for packs without collars, based
on public and other agency reports and ground garv&éhe number of wolves in radio-collared
packs was added to the number of wolves in verifiedollared packs, resulting in the minimum
statewide population total. If lone dispersingnaalis were accounted for reliably, they are also
included.

Through it's monitoring program, MFWP was requitedlso tally and report the number of
“breeding pairs” according the federal recoveryirdgbn of “an adult male and a female wolf
that have produced at least 2 pups that survivatiecember 31.” Montana is required to
maintain at least 10 breeding pairs as an absoiutenum. Packs of 2 or more wolves that met
the recovery definition are considered “breedinggiand noted as such in the summary tables.
Not all packs in Montana satisfy the breeding pateria. This can be caused by the loss of 1 or
both adults because of mortality or dispersal, lafotenning activity, or the loss of pups to the
extent the surviving litter consists of less thgoups.

The total number of packs was determined by cogrtie number of packs with 2 or more
individual animals that existed on the Montana tnaghe on December 31. If a pack was
removed because of livestock conflicts or otherwligienot exist at the end of the calendar year
(e.g. disease, natural/illegal mortality or dispérdt was not included in the year-end total or
displayed on the Montana wolf pack distribution ni@apthat calendar year.

The statewide minimum wolf population is estimabgdadding up the number of observed
wolves in verified packs + known lone animals aPetember 31 each year. This is a minimum
count and has been reported as such since wdlbéigan recolonizing northwest Montana in
the mid 1980s. Suspected wolf packs are thosecthddl not be verified with confidence and
often consist of a new pair that has just form&tey are not included in the final minimum
estimated count, but are acknowledged and discusgsbd annual report narrative. Suspected
packs may or may not persist. Subsequent fieldwand public reports ultimately reveal
whether they did or not and minimum populationraates reflect that accordingly.

FWP wolf monitoring data, while not a precise actmg of the number of wolves in Montana,
are adequate to make decisions to address wofttick conflicts, to set wolf hunting and
trapping regulations, and to set harvest quotaausscFWP is confident there are at least the
minimum number of wolves observed in the Montanautetion. These minimum data are also
accurate enough to demonstrate maintenance obaeest population and that relisting is not
warranted.
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NRM wolf program cooperators have agreed that padckse tallied in the population in the
administrative area where the den site was localfeitie den site was not known with certainty,
amount of time, percent of territory, or the numbkwolf reports were the next criteria
considered for determining pack residency. In caiges, a pack may have a densite on one side
of an administrative boundary, but spend the migjariits time on the other side. In such cases,
a discretionary decision is made as to where tok pdl be tallied. One of the project partners
generally had the lead for wolf monitoring, but thieormation was shared equally. This assures
that all packs were accounted for, but none wetdblecounted in population estimates.
Transboundary packs were included in Tables 1, @n@ 4 for the administrative region in

which the animals were counted. The pack will &lsalisplayed on the appropriate map.

In 2009, a total of 23 packs straddled the Montadaho border. Two additional packs
straddled the Montana / Canada border but they m&rencluded in the Montana estimate or
reflected on maps. In western Montana, 14 paclkeeshwith Idaho counted in the Montana
minimum population estimate. Eight of 14 wereha Bitterroot (WMU 2, Table 1c, Appendix
3) and 5 ranged from the lower Clark Fork nortlthi Montana/ldaho /Canada border (WMU 3,
Table 1a, Appendix 3). One pack in southwest Maatalso traveled in Idaho (Table 1b,
Appendix 3) where it killed domestic sheep and exantually removed.

In eastern Idaho, 9 packs straddled the Montadahd state line and were tallied in the Idaho
population estimate. Four packs were in the Bittgron the Idaho side (Table 3a, Appendix 3).
Six were in WMU 1 (Table 3b, Appendix 3).

Montana Statewide Wolf Population and Distribution

The Montana wolf population is secure above thére@ding pair minimum. Wolves and wolf
packs themselves, however, are very dynamic oMtihrgana landscape. Some packs do not
persist from year to year for a variety of reasonke loss of packs in the Montana population
could be due to a variety of factors, including talities and poor pup production / survival due
to parasites and disease, and lethal control toeadatonflicts with livestock. In some cases,
some packs that were either verified or suspect@908 no longer existed by the end of 2009.

A total of 26 new packs formed between 2008 an®20the Montana minimum wolf
population count increased about 4% from 497 woineX)08 to 524 in 2009 (minimum
increase of 27) (Figure 4A). The combination oftew harvest, agency control and other
mortality sources dampened population growth, dindt curtail it. A minimum of 166 pups
were documented. The rate of population growtreappto be slowing down as the best of
suitable habitats are already occupied. Areasevhew packs established or recolonized
previously occupied territories are more pronedoflicts with livestock and lethal control.
Wolf pack distribution did not expand from the autmits verified at the end of 2008. Packs
simply established territories within known distrilon.

The minimum number of breeding pairs (by the feldereovery definition) in Montana at the

end of 2009 was 37 (Figure 4B). The minimum nundfgracks statewide (2 or more wolves)
increased from 46 in 2005, to 60 to 2006, to 72007, to 84 in 2008, and to 101 in 2009 Packs
for which size was known with confidence at the efhthe year averaged 6.0 wolves (range 2-
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22). The larger packs tended to live in remot&kbagntry areas, wilderness, or Glacier National
Park (GNP).

The vast majority of the total statewide increasthe minimum wolf count and number of packs
continues to be in WMU 1 (northwest Montana). @nd 6 wolf packs occurred on the
Blackfeet and Flathead Indian reservations, regpdygt The increase appeared to be influenced
by the geographic proximity of the robust ID wotfqulation which is a much larger “source”
population than YNP. Dispersal from within Montaalao accounts for a portion of the increase
given most wolves disperse about 60 miles. Sear&sg5(A) and 5(B).

In WMU 1, the minimum estimate increased from 1@4wss at the end of 2006 to 213 at the
end of 2007 (increase of about 28%). From 20@0f8, the minimum count increased to 256
(about 20% increase). From 2008 to 2009, the miminsount increased about 8% to 308, but
the number of verified packs increased consideratdye than that. This is due to the
challenges of obtaining repeated observation caafreach wolf pack. Overall wolf distribution
in unit 1 expanded with the increase in the nunabgracks. Twenty three of 63 packs met the
breeding pair criteria, an increase from 2008. Eloav, breeding pair status could not be
confirmed in many packs due to the increasing vaattlas the wolf population has increased in
number and expanded its distribution in the last f@ars. The minimum number of verified
packs in WMU 1 increased from 19 in 2005, to 32006, to 36 in 2007, to 45 in 2008 to 63 in
2009. Several new packs started through dispevsaits within WMU 1 over the last 1-3 years.

In WMU 2 at the end of 2009, a minimum of 20 paskse verified, 5 of which met the
breeding pair criteria, for a minimum count of Mo6lves. This is similar to 2008. This is
probably due to higher levels of lethal controthe Big Hole to address livestock losses.
Otherwise, wolf numbers elsewhere in the unit appehle stabilizing. After several years of
strong population growth, the wolf counts in thét mmay be leveling off as well.

In WMU 3 at the end of 2009, a minimum of 17 paakse verified, 9 of which met the
breeding pair criteria, for a minimum count of 26lves. This is a slight decline from 2008.
The population there appears to be leveling out theslast 2-3 years, suggesting that suitable
habitat is filled. Levels of lethal control andcdeased immigration from Yellowstone National
Park may explain the leveling off in the last sevgears in the minimum wolf counts. New
pack formation, pup production, and wolf survivalvk been close to levels of emigration and
mortality so that the population seems to be flattig around 90-100 wolves on average in the
last few years.

At the statewide level, wolves were distributedwarily in the western third of the state. Most

of Montana’s wolf packs live outside of nationatkmare remote backcountry wilderness areas
(Figure 6).
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Figure 4. Minimum estimated number of wolves in the Stdt®ontana on December 31, 1979-
2009 (A) and (B) minimum estimated number of BregdPairs in the State of
Montana December 31, 1986 — 2009.
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MFWP has been documenting dispersal events witlontiha’s state borders that result in new
pairs / packs forming. A total of 26 new packs eveerified in 2008; however, some packs that
existed on January 1, 2009 did not make it thrabghyear for a variety of reasons, including
human-caused mortality and/or disease. By theo€2809, the dynamic nature of wolf packs
was such that the minimum number of verified pankseased by a net total of 19 from 2006 to
2007, from 73 in 2007 to 84 in 2008, and from 844 in 2009.

MFWP maintained a similar amount of field effortd@09, but increased wolf numbers
increased the workload. MFWP hired two experiersgsonal field technicians and brought on
additional volunteers to help with 2009 monitoreftprts. However, recent increases in the
wolf population over the last few years is suclt gféorts are made to verify new packs and the
continuation of known packs, in addition to detarimg breeding pair status. Inevitably, some
packs are suspected, but not verified and MFWPeawatvely notes those packs in the
narrative, but those suspected packs are not iedludthe minimum estimate. Similarly, if the
breeding pair status is not known with confidentes, recorded as “not” a breeding pair. Thus
the number of breeding pairs is a minimum known @ihers are likely, but could not be

verified.

2009 Montana Wolf Pack Locations
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Figure 6. Verified wolf pack distribution in the State iontana, as of December 31, 2009.
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Development of a Fair Chase Public Wolf Hunting Seson

MFWP first began exploring the idea of how to dasiggulated public hunting and trapping for
wolves early in 2007, in anticipation of delistimy2008. Hunting could only be implemented
when wolves are successfully delisted and if tlaeeemore than 15 breeding bairs of wolves in
Montana the previous year.

Regulated public harvest was first endorsed byabeernor’'s Wolf Advisory Council in 2000

and included in Montana’s final wolf conservatiardananagement plan. The 2001 Legislature
passed SB 163, reclassifying the wolf as a spétiesed of management upon federal and state
delisting (MCA 87-5-131). The 2007 Legislatureatesl a wolf hunting license for residents

and nonresidents (SB 372). Other statutes withtA\Mnable the MFWP Commission to adopt
rules and general regulations and specific regaiatpertaining to wolf hunting and trapping as
a species in need of management upon delisting.

Incorporating public hunting and trapping into theerall wolf management program will enable
the Department to more fully incorporate wolve®iltontana’s wildlife heritage by enabling
sportsmen and women to participate in wolf cond@raand management similar to other
wildlife species. This will help develop an addital constituency to advocate for its
conservation, as has been the case for mountais. lid/olves would be managed more
proactively and in conjunction with natural preyppéations and other carnivores in a more
ecological manner.

Wolf hunting and trapping seasons are establishé&do steps. First, the basic components,
such as season dates, management units, bagnheats of take etc. would be determined
through the regular biennial season setting tineedind process. Hunting / trapping season
regulations are adopted on a two year (biennia)ecyvith the process beginning with
presentation of tentative proposals and public cemtmMFWP reviews public comment and
may modify the proposal prior to making a finalaegnendation to the Commission. The
Commission makes a final decision, thereby creatihgs and regulations for the next two years.

The second step is to determine the actual nunfhveolees that could be harvested. Total wolf
harvest is finite and regulated through a quotéesysvhich allows MFWP to biologically tailor
harvest of animals. Quotas allow MFWP to direcalgviate hunting harvest pressure and
distribute hunter kills geographically so that aalisnare not over harvested or under harvested in
critical areas. Establishment of subquotas witimraller areas allows MFWP to further manage
wolf numbers and packs and to facilitate connetgtivirhis also allows MFWP to consider
special conservation needs or conflict areas uhygu#/ithin that quota system, general licenses
are available but all harvest counts towards tted tdlowable harvest quota. The actual quota is
determined through the regular quota-setting psac&-WP proposes and the MFWP
Commission approves tentative and final total state quota, quotas within each wolf
management unit, and any subquotas in a smallanétkin a wolf management unit. The three
management unit quotas sum to the total statewideaqg MFWP establishes quotas annually.

After meeting with the Montana Wolf Advisory CouhdIFWP presented a wolf hunting /
trapping season framework to the MFWP Commissiddenember 2007. The MFWP
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Commission modified MFWP’s tentative proposal aaguested public comment during January
2008. In late February 2008, the MFWP Commissygoraved the 2008/2009 wolf hunting
regulations. It did not adopt a framework for paqy in either year. Litigation in 2008 resulted
in the wolf being relisted and MFWP cancelled thason.

USFWS delisted the gray wolf again in May 2009tigation was renewed, however a request
for a preliminary injunction that would have carembh 2009 season was denied. Therefore,
MFWP was able to implement a 2009 season.

The 2009 Wolf Hunting Season

Basic Requlations and the Quota Setting Process

The MFWP Commission had previously approved thegdnmegulations and these were in
place for the 2009 season. The general wolf hgrg@ason coincided with the general firearms
season for deer and elk. Three wolf managemeid and one subunit were established (Figure
7). Four backcountry wilderness area hunting idistiopened for general deer / elk hunting in
mid-September and wolf hunting was allowed at #maestime (districts 150, 151, and 316). In
lieu of a trapping season, wolves could have begred from December 1 — 31, although no
more than 10% of the management unit quota maghkentin December. Three wolf
management units were established and a smallé¢h [Nork Flathead subunit was established in
the North Fork Flathead River drainage. A huntard only harvest one wolf per year.

Successful wolf hunters are required to reportrtkiliwithin 12 hours and present the hide and
skull to MFWP for inspection within 10 days. MFVERd the Commission would close the wolf
hunting season when the quota was reached. MF®¢Fhald authority to initiate a season
closure prior to reaching a quota when conditionsircumstances indicate the quota may be
reached within the 24-hour closure notice period.

While developing tentative quotas, MFWP considevetf population status and trend, wolf

pack distribution, pup production and mortalitydgrevious management activities including
lethal control to resolve wolf-livestock conflict®\ modeling exercise provided an assessment of
risk of a quota level resulting in a wolf populatidecline below 15 breeding pairs. It also
provided cursory estimates of what the populatioma be 1 year later if 100% of the quota was
filled and the previous year’s trends held. Masguanptions were necessary, but were made
conservatively.

The model predicted that the Montana populationccaithstand a wide range of harvest rates
and remain stable. Ultimately, MFWP proposed d&edMFWP Commission adopted a final
2009 statewide quota of 75. This was a biologyoatinservative quota and approximated a 15%
average harvest rate statewide. This final quote@ zero risk of the population dropping

below 15 breeding pairs. It predicted that theytafion 1 year later would be about 590 wolves
living in 117 packs (range 93-100), 52 of which lefied as breeding pairs.

The statewide total quota of 75 partitioned oubasithe three managements as follows. Wolf
Management 1 (northern Montana had a quota of 88,arsubunit North Fork Flathead
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subqguota of 2 (i.e. only 2 of 38 wolves may be taikethe subunit which is adjacent and west of
Glacier National Park). The wolf population in uhiis the highest of any unit and has been for
many years. In Western Montana Wolf Management Rjrthe quota was 22. Unit adjoins the
robust wolf population in Idaho. In Southwest Mama Wolf Management Unit 3, the quota
was 13. See Table 1.

2009 Wolf Management Units
North Fork
Flathead Subunit

‘ B
agement Unit 1

Closed to Hunting [ Areas Not Administered by Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Figure 7. Montana Wolf Management Units 1 (Northern Montaa)\Western Montana), and 3
(Southwestern Montana).

Table L Minimum number of wolves in each hunting Wolf Maement Unit (and the North
Fork Flathead Subunit) at the end of 2008 anditie 2009 quota approved by the
MFWP Commission.

2008 Year End Minimum WMU 1 Northern WMU 2 WMU 3
Estimate used to set the 2009 Montana Western Southwest
hunting season quota (North Fork Subunit) Montana Montana
Number of wolves 256 (29) 111 130
Number of Packs Verified 45 (2) 21 18
Number of Breeding Pairs Verifie 17 (2) 6 11
Final 2009 Quota Approved 41 (2) 22 12
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2009 Season Summary

The 2009 wolf hunting season was the first fairsehlaunting season in Montana’s history.
Historically, private citizen efforts to kill wohgeoccurred under eradication programs intended
to purposefully remove all wolves from the westimdscape. At that time, unlimited numbers
of wolves could be killed year long by any means|uding poison. This was done for money
and commercial profit under a bounty system. QGuptarary wolf hunting is based on the
principles of fair chase and ethical hunter behawidth penalties for regulatory violations.
Regulations and allowable harvest levels are astedd consistent with conserving the wolf
population in perpetuity.

Most wolves were opportunistically harvested bytemwho were primarily hunting elk or
elk/deer in combination. Many of those hunters g8vwolves prior to harvesting one. Hunters
report seeing wolves while hunting deer and elkl, ikappears that they are able to detect
wolves in their relative degrees of abundance entastern Montana landscape. Therefore
knowledge about deer and elk hunter effort andessgwill provide important insight into future
wolf harvest management.

Montana’s fragmented landscape is accessible ttehsihy either motorized or non-motorized
travel. Thus, most wolves are relatively accessiblbig game hunters in most places where
wolves live and elk/deer hunting occurs. Thisisontrast to Idaho where remote, rugged
terrain in many wolf districts appeared to conttéto the slower pace of harvest and a season
extension.

Through time, wolves might alter their behaviorsesponse to hunting, as other species have
learned to do. However, hunters demonstratedhlegtcan successfully harvest wolves under a
fair chase system. Regulated public harvest wilab important population management tool

for wolves that can be used, designed, and tailasemppropriate, based on a population’s status,
just has it has been for Montana’s other big gapeeiss.

As is the case for many other species, wolf hawastbe successfully managed through a quota-
based approach. A quota system establishes @ilentohber of wolves that could be harvested
before the season starts. Hunters are requiregptt harvesting a wolf within 12 hours. FWP
can and does track progress towards filing thedetermined quota levels practically in “real”
time. FWP can initiate a season closure in indi@lchunting units, anticipating that the quota is
about to be filled.

There were no biological red flags in the harvesarvest was geographically spread out (see
map) and age classes were generally representdtwieat was in the wolf population. Wolf
hunter harvest decreased the size of individugtgphyg one to four wolves just ahead of the
February 2010 breeding season. But even so, teédéhunter harvest combined with all other
mortality in 2009 will not harm Montana’s wolf poation.

All of the harvest information will be assessed¢@mjunction with other data gathered
throughout the year and field-based population nooinig efforts to determine the status and
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trend of the wolf population at the end of 2009V will consider all of the information prior to
proposing changes in the 2010/2011 hunting regulatand the 2010 hunting season quotas.

About the Harvested Wolves

No biological red flags were raised by what wasaeed from the population through hunting.
Age classes of the harvested wolves approximates was in the population. Harvest was well
distributed geographically. Between 40 and 50 patlstained harvest of between one and four
wolves total per pack. Harvest did not harm theuation overall. Here are a few highlights:

« The harvest was comprised of 22 juviniles (31%theftotal harvest, 22 yearlings (31%)
of total harvest, 27 adults (38%) of total harvasit] 1 wolf of unknown age.

« Juveniles weighed 62 pounds on average. Yeanugighed about 80 pounds. Adults
weighed 97 pounds. One wolf weighed 117 pounds.

« A total of 41 males and 31 females were harvested.

« Sixty one percent the harvested wolves were gréd &ere black and two wolves were
white.

+ Most wolves were healthy. Two wolves had slighhge One wolf had fleas. One
had porcupine quills in its shoulder and two wolkesortedly had hernias.

- Of the total 72 wolves harvested, 7 wore radioarsll The radio collar is a very
important tool to gather a variety of data, inchglmortality information. As used in
many other wildlife monitoring and research effpdata gathered from radio collared
animals allows biologists to estimate survival aadse specific mortality rates with
unbiased statistical confidence, including hunting.

About the Wolf Hunt

Most wolves (78%) were opportunistically harvedbgchunters who were primarily hunting elk

or elk/deer in combination. The harvest was wislrdbuted geographically, though more
clumped in WMU 3 during the early backcountry seeid@n expected. Once the general season
opened on October 25, the pace of wolf harvestsieedy and averaged about 20 wolves per
week. The season closed statewide on Nov. 16 whetas were nearly filled in WMU 1 and
WMU 2 and the quota in WMU 3 had already been exdseone wolf. Had the final quotas

been higher, they would likely have been fillederélare a few highlights:

« The total statewide quota was 75. A total of 72en®arvested during the early and
general seasons combined
+  WMU 1 quota was 41; 38 harvested total
«  WMU 2 quota was 22; 21 harvested total
+  WMU 3 quota was 12; 13 harvested total

« During the early backcountry season, 12 wolves Wwargested. The pace of harvest
during the WMU 3 backcountry season was faster thany expected, and FWP closed
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it prior to the entire WMU 3 quota being taken e tbackcountry, thus reserving the
opportunity for the remaining 3 wolves during thengral season elsewhere in WMU 3.
« 3 wolves were harvested in WMU 1 (deer/elk huntiggricts 150/151/280)
from Sept. 15 to Oct. 24
+ 9 wolves were harvested in WMU 3 (deer/elk huntrggrict 316) from Sept. 15
to Oct. 4; this backcountry area closed temporanmiyOct. 9 and permanently on
Oct. 13

During the general season, 60 wolves were harvésideen Oct. 25 and Nov. 15,
which corresponds to first three weeks of the garamer/elk firearm season. The
general season closed one half hour after sunggbenl6 after quotas were nearly
reached in both WMU 1 and 2. WMU 3 had previouwsbsed on Oct. 26.

« 35 wolves harvested in WMU 1

« 21 wolves harvested in WMU 2

+ 4 wolves harvested in WMU 3

Ten wolves were harvested statewide on Oct. 25nfjogeaday of the deer/elk general
season), the most of any day. The pace of theekwas steady and averaged about 20
per week. After opening day, the most wolves hseteak statewide on any one day was
six. On most days, however, between one and folves were harvested. After the
general season opened, there were only two daysgdathich no wolves were

harvested.

Hunter harvest decreased individual pack size abetwe 2010 breeding season. The
greatest number of wolves harvested from a singbk pvas four. Of all the packs from
which wolves were harvested, 70% lost one wolf, 20@b lost two wolves. Thus, 90%
of the packs sustaining harvest lost only one arwelves. The overall harvest was
well distributed across packs geographically.

Most wolves (73%) were harvested before noon duroty the early backcountry and
the general seasons.

Most hunters did not use predator calls duringegithe early or the general season. A
few hunters did and/or reported howling.

About 15 wolves were harvested from about ten iffe packs that had_a pribistory

of confirmed livestock injury or death. Hunter Wx@st did not appear to accelerate or
contribute to livestock conflicts. Some of thesels had injured or killed livestock or
domestic dogs before the hunting season startedidrgb again after the season closed.
Others had confirmed livestock conflicts before ltln@ting season started but not injure
or kill livestock during the remainder of the year.

Wolves were harvested at an average distance ofdrai3 using firearms (range 10-430
yards; a reported outlier of 600 yards was omiftech the average). No wolves were
harvested with archery equipment, although it wdwdde been lawful during either the
early backcountry or general season. There wasgctery only season in 2009.
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+  Most wolves (82%) were harvested on public lands:
- public lands: U.S. Forest Service n=57; Bureauasfd Management n=1; state
land n=1
- private: deeded land n=9; Plum Creek Timber Compea
« Even though most of the harvest was on public laadyest did occur in about
10 packs having confirmed prior incidents with §t@ck or domestic dogs

«  Wolves were harvested in 15 counties in westernsanithwestern Montana. Neither
the Blackfeet Nation nor the Confederated Salishkapotenai Tribes opened a 2009
wolf hunting season.

« Of the total harvest statewide, 75% occurred iouhties: Flathead (11),
Ravalli (9), Beaverhead (9), Park (9), Lincoln ®anders (6), and Lewis and
Clark (4)

- The other counties were: Missoula, Mineral, Laketon, Granite, Gallatin, and
Sweetgrass

« Harvest was well distributed spatially with the emtion of the early backcountry
season north of Yellowstone National Park wheredgtrwas more concentrated. See
Figure 8. Where more wolves were harvested atal kcale, more wolf packs exist or
the existing wolf packs were larger than the avem@igs wolves.

«  During both the early backcountry and general segduunters reported seeing an
average of 2-3 wolves prior to harvesting a w&@bme hunters harvested the first wolf
seen, while others hunters reported seeing 6-2Vesdiefore harvesting a wolf.

«  During both the early backcountry and general seadwunters reported seeing 2-3
wolves in the group from which they killed a wolkome hunters reported that the wolf
was by itself and some reported seeing as man@ asthe group at the time of
harvest.

«  During the early season, most wolves were skinndbe field, and the pelt/skull were
presented for inspection and registration, as atbiwy the regulations. During the
general season, about half of the wolves were skimm the field and about half were
retrieved whole.

« Three illegal wolf mortalities were documented dgrthe fall months. Only one was
clearly affiliated with the wolf hunting seasonthe hunter reported harvesting a wolf
after the season had officially closed. This huntas cited and paid a fine. The other
two wolves were found dead in circumstances resegiblegal mortalities
documented at other times of year — wolves weréfstim a road. It is unclear
whether these incidents were related to the fattttiere was an open hunting season or
not. Regardless, all three incidents are claskdmillegal mortality and will be
considered when establishing 2010 season quotas.

About the Successful Wolf Hunter

Most wolves were harvested by hunters who repdrteding primarily for elk or elk/deer in
combination. They had purchased a wolf licensease an opportunity to harvest a wolf
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presented itself. Therefore, consideration ofagld deer hunting activities (i.e. amount and
distribution of hunter effort) relative to wolf padistribution and wolf density would be
appropriate when considering future wolf huntingulations and quota levels. From the
deer/elk telephone harvest surveys in 2007 and,Z00® learned that roughly 5-8% of deer/elk
hunters who hunted in those two years reportechgettileast one wolf while hunting deer and
elk. The vast majority of those observations oaaiduring the 5-week general deer/elk season.
Here are a few highlights:

Early season backcountry hunters were evenly lsptiveen whether they were
primarily hunting wolf or another species. In aast, the majority of general season
hunters were not primarily hunting wolves. Wolf\est was incidental to hunting
elk or hunting elk/deer, in that order respectively

Overall at the statewide level and both seasons$owed, 78% of the wolves were
harvested opportunistically by individuals huntfiog elk or elk/deer in combination.

Most successful hunters were hunting on their omithout an outfitter. Six wolves
were harvested by hunters with an outfitter.

Most successful wolf hunters were Montana resideftgee successful non-
residents were from Washington, Ohio, and Georgia.

Successful wolf hunters were primarily male andraged 42 years of age. The
oldest was 70 years old and the youngest was 13 p&h

FWP sold a total of 15,603 licenses (15,514 resg]é&¥® non-residents). FWP
stopped selling wolf hunting licenses on Nov. 16tkere was no longer a hunting
opportunity once the quotas were nearly met andgé¢lson closed.

The Montana Legislature set the price of a wolftmgnlicense at $19 for residents
and $350 for non residents. Licenses were avail@blpurchase from August 31 to
November 16 to anyone who had an interest in bugimey No licenses were sold
after the season closed. Total license revenueb®25,916. These funds were
deposited into the FWP general license accountalhtie budgeted and spent for
future FWP programs in the next biennium, as apgatdwy the 2011 Montana
Legislature.

Based on 2007 elk license sales figures, aboutdf2%ontana resident elk hunters
also bought a wolf license in 2009.
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Figure 8. Location of where wolves were harvested in eddhethree Wolf Management
Units during the 2009 wolf hunting season.

Wolf — Ungulate Relationships
(source: Hamlin and Cunningham, 2009; sk#p://fwp.mt.gov/wolfunder Big Game)

The impacts of wolves on elk and other ungulatgebaps one of the most controversial
wildlife-related issues faced by people that ccaimhlandscapes with these species. This is
certainly true in Montana, where the issue oftefoives widely disparate opinions and values.
In the Greater Yellowstone Area (GYA) and southwdentana in particular, public interest is
heightened in this issue.

The GYA and southwest Montana generate approxigmnagdf of the Montana statewide elk
hunter days afield and elk harvest annually. Theaicts of wolves on elk populations are front
and center in the minds of many elk hunters anatetkusiasts in the region. The region is also
close to Yellowstone National Park, where wolf cawation efforts were bolstered in 1995-96
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with the experimental restoration of wolves to ansystem that had been without wolves for
much of the previous century. The region holdsipaldr significance for wolf conservation
enthusiasts, and the impacts of wolves on elkraghfin their minds as well.

Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks (MFWP) is entaasto conserve and manage wildlife in the
GYA and in southwest Montana. The state of Montaambeen successful in efforts toward this
endeavor since statehood was enacted in 1889.tWétleestablishment of wolves in the region
around the turn of the 2tentury, however, wildlife managers were faced witew challenge.
Before this occurred, wildlife conservation and sgement programs were implemented
without a thought given to wolves or their impaatsthe ungulate populations the agency
managed. Facts and data about the impacts of wotvek in the region were sorely needed for
wildlife conservation and management programs tpadnd remain successful.

With the intense public interest and the data neéesldlife managers in mind, MFWP began a
wolf-ungulate research project in 2001 to fill solakge gaps in our knowledge base. This was a
collaborative project with the Ecology Departmenii®ntana State University. The project was
designed to incorporate both intensive and extensata collection efforts. Intensive study sites
were identified, and individual project cooperatas efforts at these sites. Data collection at the
intensive study sites was intended to provide #taibd comparisons needed to understand the
range of effects that wolves can have on elk pdaualynamics and behavior. Additionally, as

a part of this overall effort, MFWP agreed to betsingulate monitoring efforts in a more
extensive region in southwest Montana, as welbaohtinue monitoring programs elsewhere in
the state to provide insights regarding the effetigolves on ungulate populations over a larger
area.

The major, overriding result from this researclodgfhas been that one-size-fits all explanations
of wolf-elk interactions across large areas doexigt. However, we have learned that elk
populations tend to become limited by predatorsniligh ratios of predators to elk are reached,
and this typically has occurred when multiple ptedapecies are numerous within the range of
one elk population. This limitation of elk poputais in areas with numerous predators appears
to become manifest through direct impacts on elkstavival and recruitment.

Intensive Study Sites in the Greater Yellowstonea®and Southwestern Montana, 2001-2008

Wolf numbers have increased rapidly in all of wastdontana since wolf restoration began in
1995, at rates of approximately 10% to 34% annuéllyhe range of the Northern Yellowstone
elk herd, wolf numbers increased by an averag@pifaximately 13% annually during 1995-
2007.

Elk are the primary prey species for wolves in Bagst Montana and the GYA, though there is
limited evidence that the portion of elk in wolets may decline during summer months. Most
data indicate that wolves preferentially selectdibrcalves and against adult female elk. Some
data indicate that wolves preferentially selectaddult male elk, and the degree to which this
happens appears to be influenced by the numbetulif male elk that reside within the territory
of a particular pack or population of wolves.
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Winter elk kill rates of wolves have varied widelgross southwest Montana and the GYA, from
approximately 7 to 23 elk killed per wolf during Wamber through April. There are few data on
summer elk kill rates of wolves, but it appeard thalves kill fewer elk during summer than
during winter.

The number of grizzly bears in southwest Montarchitae GYA has increased more than -fold
since 1987, concurrently with the increase in vimiinbers, affecting the total elk predation rate.

Most data that have directly measured elk pregnaateg since wolf restoration began indicate
that elk pregnancy rates are unaffected by woimesontrast to some indirect evidence from
average hormone concentrations in elk feces. loda@dence from hunter-collected samples
also indicates that elk pregnancy rates have beafiacted by wolves.

In most of southwest Montana and the GYA, calf aiahrates following wolf restoration have
been similar to rates prior to wolf restorationches in calf per 100 cow ratios have occurred
in the Northern Yellowstone, Gallatin- Madison, avfiddison- Firehole elk herds, where both
wolf and grizzly bear densities have been higtihtnnorthern Yellowstone and Gallatin-
Madison elk herds, calf per 100 cow ratios havem#dg been approximately half or less than
levels recorded prior to wolf restoration.

Adult female elk survival rates have remained higmost areas during the wolf population
increase. In the Northern Yellowstone elk herd liaf@gmale survival has ranged from
approximately 75% to 85% since the mid-1980s. hieayears, most adult female mortality in
this herd was due to hunting. During 2000-2004 amagjortality sources included hunting and
predation. Since 2005, hunter harvest has beemmalrand adult female survival rates appear to
have remained in the low 80% range.

In areas with high predator (grizzly bear and wtidfprey ratios, including the Northern
Yellowstone, Gallatin Canyon, and Madison-Firehsieter ranges, elk numbers have declined
substantially since wolf reintroduction. In moseas with lower predator to prey ratios, elk
numbers have remained stable or have increaseel winlf restoration began.

In the Northern Yellowstone elk herd, we estiméaia since 2004 wolves have killed more elk
than hunters, since 2005 wolves have killed mordtdemale elk than hunters, and in all but
one year since 2002 wolves have killed more bultlehn hunters.

Our analyses of elk vital rates in the Northernldgbstone elk herd indicate that a continued
decline in elk numbers in coming years is likelyiupredator to prey ratios decline, even if
hunting pressure remains low or is decreased furthe

Most data collected during winter indicate that vesl have small-scale effects on elk
distribution (displacement of up to approximatelkm upon contact) and movement rates
(increased movement rates of approximately 1.2%&nevery 4 hours). Wolves may also affect
elk habitat selection and group sizes, but the ntadg and direction of these effects is widely
variable among wintering areas and even amongdtabit the same wintering area. Where the
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impacts of hunting, hunter access, and wolves baea studied simultaneously, the impacts of
hunting and hunter access on elk distribution, moas, group sizes, and habitat selection have
been larger than the effects of wolves.

Data concerning the effect of wolves on large-seitedistribution are equivocal. Based on
research data collected during this project, tieeli¢tle or no indication that wolves affect
larger-scale elk seasonal distribution or the tgroh migration in some areas in southwest
Montana. Anecdotal information suggests that they mccur in some other areas in southwest
Montana, however. Additionally, research data ftbe Madison- Firehole elk herd suggest that
wolf predation pressure affects large-scale migraiatterns or seasonal range selection for
some elk.

In the areas of southwest Montana and the GYAlthaé shown declines in elk calf survival,
recruitment, and population size since the wolfitreduction, mule deer recruitment and
numbers have increased.

Little data exist on moose populations in southwéshtana and the GYA due to inconsistent
monitoring. Recruitment and population sizes appeaave declined in some areas, while
numbers have increased in other areas. We camdyrpgovide little insight into the causes of
these disparities, and increased monitoring effart@search efforts might provide more insight.

Extensive Study Sites and Montana Statewide

The second section of this report provides summafielata from routine MFWP statewide
monitoring programs, including aerial survey, hatairvey, and species management
programs, which have been absent from previousgailins and reports. Conclusions in this
section are more general and can be characterszidl@avs.

Elk populations in MFWP Administrative Region 1 appto be stable or increasing, and all
areas with consistent, long-term aerial counts Hewewolves at present.

Moose numbers appear to be stable in the solerdgudistrict of Region 1 that has consistent,
long-term data on moose population trend.

In most of northwestern Montana, including Admirasive Region 1 and the northern portion of
Administrative Region 2, white-tailed deer are likthe major prey of wolves, rather than elk.

Using buck harvest as an index of population tfendvhite-tailed deer, in most hunting districts
numbers appeared to increase steadily until 2008dmg the large decline in 1996-97. Recent
highs were slightly lower than previous highs despelatively smaller anterless harvests, and
the entire increase occurred during a phase oéasing wolf numbers.

Since 2006, and beginning as early as 2004 in soess of Region 1, white-tailed deer

population sizes, indexed by buck harvest, have beereasing. The decrease has coincided
with record high antlerless deer harvests in mastihg districts.

-28 -



It appears that factors other than predation héayged major roles in recent white-tailed deer
population declines in Administrative Region 1. Hower, predation may have played a role in
initiating the declines, prolonging the recoveryipés, and/ or limiting total deer numbers

below the previous highs. In much of Region 1ppears to be possible that predator and prey
fluctuations or cycles may develop, rather thanemaamsistent, low numbers of white-tailed
deer in the presence of wolves, because whitetdded numbers were able to increase following
major declines in 1996-97.

In MFWP Administrative Region 2, white-tailed deembers, as indexed by buck harvest,
increased through 2006 following the major declime$996-97. However, in HDs 201 and 202
where wolves have been present longest, buck haraegemained below historic pre-wolf
levels.

Since 2006, white-tailed deer numbers have deadeas®currently with record or near record
high antlerless harvest, following a pattern vemilar to the pattern in Administrative Region
1. The declines in Region 2 have been also infleénxy factors other than predation, and most
populations recovered following the major declime$996-97. This again leads to the
possibility that predator and white-tailed numbeii fluctuate in Region 2, rather than white-
tailed deer persisting at continually low numbershe presence of wolves.

In some areas of Region 2, there have been sonpoplkation declines with limited evidence
that wolves may have played a role in limiting nemsbor affecting elk distribution. In other
areas aerial counts of elk have increased whiledsahas decreased, with little apparent
influence of wolves.

Consistent, long-term survey data indicate thairetke Bitterroot Valley increased steadily
until 2006, when planned reductions in elk numbessilted from increases in harvest. The
environment and conditions in the western portibthis valley suggest that wolves may affect
elk numbers at some point, so close monitoringdnisf ¢lk herd should continue.

At this time, there is little wolf presence in Admstrative Regions 4 and 5, so chances of wolf
impacts on ungulate populations in these areasarienal at present.

It appears that some areas in Montana are unseitalvolves because livestock depredations
continually lead to wolf removals, preventing waieom increasing to densities that are seen in
protected areas. In these areas, wolves are proleaisl likely to limit ungulate populations than
in areas where depredation removals do not limif sugrvival and population growth.

Routine ungulate monitoring programs in Montana mialy be powerful enough to detect large
changes in ungulate numbers over a series of yaadspower will be even lower in areas where
harvest indices are used to monitor populationgatsof aerial surveys. No routine surveys of
ungulates in Montana are likely to be powerful ggtoto assign causes to declines in every case.
This is apparently not always possible even insavgth intensive monitoring and research
projects, because substantial debates concernusgsaf declines and the role that predation
plays in declines still persist in many of theseaat
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Wolf Mortality and Disease Surveillance

MFWP’s Wildlife Research Laboratory (Lab) in Bozemaayed an important role in Montana’s
wolf monitoring program. In 2005, MFWP’s wildlifeeterinarian drafted a biomedical protocol
that guides all wolf capture, physical or chemioainobilization procedures, and animal care
and handling procedures. Supplementary trainingpravided in 2006, and routine
consultation assured adherence to the protocotitiddally, lab personnel carried out routine
wolf health and disease surveillance by collectiigrmation from both live and dead wolves
submitted in 2007. In 2008 and 2009, necropsiee werformed less frequently as baseline
investigations. Instead, necropsies were incrggsemformed only for those wolves for which
cause of death was unknown.

Blood samples collected by MFWP and WS from livptaeed wolves were sent to the Lab
again in 2009. Blood was screened for exposuvatious diseases, and some was archived in a
DNA repository. Usable samples were forwardechmatology, biochemistry, and serology
screening. All of the hematology and biochemisésults were within normal limits expected

for wolves. However, serology results indicateak tihnost of those individuals had been exposed
to some common canid viral and bacterial diseasasine parvovirus, canine distemper, canine
adenovirus, and leptospirosis. The presence stthatibodies in blood collected from live
wolves indicated exposure at some time in the afsrife, but that it survived the exposure.
While there has been much speculation about theecafuow pup counts in southwest Montana
and inside YNP in recent years, clinical eviderccednfirm the cause/s was very difficult to
obtain. The 2006 Montana Wolf Conservation and &gment Annual Report (Sime et al.
2007) provided an in-depth summary of results te dagarding diseases in Montana wolves.

MFWP has been cooperating in a University of lli;mstudy examining contaminants and toxins
in western gray wolf kidneys. Samples were aldorstied from the Canadian provinces.
Results are not yet available, but see the Ressantlon for an abstract for more information.

Additionally, MFWP developed a protocol that calfed all dead wolves found in Montana to
be retrieved from the field for examination by affWP representative. Some carcasses are sent
to the lab for more detailed analysis.

Typical information collected includes cause oftiehody weight, evidence of ectoparasites,
etc. Various biological data were also collect@&the veterinarian had discretion to complete a
more in-depth necropsy if preliminary findings waarted additional examination. Abnormal or
suspect tissues were submitted to the Montana Btagmostic Laboratory (or occasionally
elsewhere) for further evaluation. Lab personnay miso assist and consult during USFWS law
enforcement investigations to determine cause athdend examine physical evidence. The
2006 Montana Wolf Conservation and Management AhRegort (Sime et al. 2007) provided
an in-depth summary of results to date for the 2803 to 2006. Some of the salvageable
hides were retained and processed for educatiampbpes.

MFWP documented higher levels of wolf mortality2809 compared to 2007 and 2008 (Figure

9 and 10). The majority of wolf mortality overall Montana is related to humans: livestock
conflicts, regulated public harvest, car strikesint strikes, illegal killing, legal harvest in
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Canada, and incidental to other activities (eappimg/snaring). That pattern is similar across
the northern Rocky Mountains, except inside natipagks where the majority of wolf mortality
is to due intraspecific strife (wolf on wolf aggsesn) or other natural causes).

Of 255 mortalities documented in 2009, 57% (n=2Mé&)e killed to address livestock related
conflicts. Livestock-related mortality continuesexceed mortality from other causes, even
public harvest during Montana'’s first wolf huntisgason. In WMU 1, livestock related
mortality accounted for 48% of the total mortalitycumented. In WMU 2, livestock related
mortality accounted for 55% of the total mortalitycumented. The majority of that mortality
occurred in the west half of Beaverhead County (Bade Valley). In WMU 3, livestock related
mortality accounted for 61% of total mortality docented.

At the statewide level, the remaining mortality doented was as follows: 16 died due to
illegal killing (6%), 68 were harvested in Montagdirst season (27%; some harvest mortality
occurred in a Yellowstone National Park pack isinoluded here since it is a Wyoming wolf
pack), 12 died of unknown causes, 2 died of nataakes, 8 car/train strikes, 1 self-defense, 2
electrocuted, and 1 euthanized due to poor health.

One wolf was eunthanized by project personnel dwtanced stages of mange and the
secondary effects and health complications assatiaith it. Several other wolves that died of
a variety of causes showed signs of mange. Maag®éen documented in several packs (see
pack narratives below). Mange continues to be oharued primarily in southwest Montana and
the East Front of the Rockies. Mange has not deeamented in west of the continental divide
northwest Montana or in far western Montana.

Echinococcus Tapeworm

An article published in 2009 in the Journal of Vliflel Diseases describes the prevalence of
Echinococcus granulosus in wolves (definitive host) and ungulates (intermagel host) in Idaho
and Montana (Foreyt et al.,200Fchinococcusis a genus of tapeworm. Although
granulosus can be found almost worldwide, adHltgranulosus has only been documented in
Montana during the past few years.

It is not known where thE. granulosus recently documented in Montana originated. Perhaps
the parasite was maintained at a low level in canitth as coyotes and dogs in the absence of
wolves prior to wolf reintroductions in 1995 and69 and the presence of wolves has amplified
the parasite on the landscape. The possibilityEhgtanulosus was brought into Montana with
transplantation of wolves from Canada into Yellaw& National Park cannot be ruled out.
Transplanted wolves were treated with an anthelmdrug effective againg. granulosus prior

to release, however, it cannot be verified thatttreent was 100% effective in all wolves.

Humans must inge&ichinococcus eggs to become infected. Only the larval stagb®piarasite

is found within cysts in ungulates. The adult tapews, which lay eggs that can infect humans,
are found in the intestinal tract of canines. Ehame several basic precautions that can minimize
the risk of human infection with Echinococcus. Doygners should not allow their dog to
consume carcasses of wild or domestic ungulatg®uif dog does have access to carcasses, talk
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to your veterinarian about appropriate dewormimgtegy. Always wash your hands after
handling a dog that has access to ungulate cascadden enjoying outdoor recreation, do not
touch or disturb wolf, coyote, or fox scat. Hunteh®uld wear gloves when field dressing a
wolf, coyote, or fox carcass, and wash your hafadearms etc., since they may have come into
contact with feces or contaminated fur.
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Figure 9. Minimum number of wolf mortalities documenteddguse for gray wolves in 2007-
2009. Total number of documented wolf mortalitre2007 was 102, 161 in 2008
(which includes 3 wolves which died in Idaho amddves which died in Canada),
and 255 in 2009.

Wolf — Livestock Interactions in Montana: General Overview

Montana wolves routinely encounter livestock orhiqmtiblic grazing allotments and private
land. Wolves are opportunistic predators, mostrofieeking wild prey. However, some wolves
“learn” to prey on livestock and teach this behawmoother wolves. Wolf depredations are very
difficult to predict in space and time. BetweeB1%nd 2009, the vast majority of cattle and
sheep wolf depredation incidents confirmed by W&uaed on private lands. The likelihood of
detecting injured or dead livestock is probablyheigon private lands where there was greater
human presence than on remote public land grafioignents. The magnitude of under-
detection of loss on public allotments was not knowonetheless, most cattle depredations
occurred in the spring or fall months while sheeprédations occurred more sporadically
throughout the year.
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Figure 10. Percent of total documented mortality by cans2008 and 2009. In 2008, 161
mortalities were documented (which includes 3 wshwhich died in Idaho and 3
wolves which died in Canada) and 255 were docundant2009.
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Most wolves in Montana routinely encounter livegtdout do not kill livestock at each

encounter. On average through the last 10 ye@r85% of Montana wolf packs were

confirmed to have predated on livestock in any giyear. In more recent years, an average of
35% of packs has confirmed depredations. One paskeen on the landscape for 19 years and
was confirmed to have killed livestock a total e® imes even though livestock occurred within
its territory and within 2 miles of the den sit®ther packs depredate once or twice a year, every
other year, or at more widely spaced intervalsll @hers depredate more frequently, some
demonstrating an escalating behavior pattern ofelgthunting livestock in the span of a few
weeks or months. Packs that have killed livestegeatedly and within short periods of time,
particularly adult-sized livestock, eventually bex@asources of chronic conflict. In these
situations, lethal control occurred more regulavithin and across years. In some cases,
incremental removal in a stepwise fashion afteea¢gd losses resulted in full pack removal.

Occasionally, livestock were confirmed killed byédispersing wolves or a pair of wolves
passing through, as evidenced by the lack of @deasipack or subsequent instances of injured or
dead livestock or wolf sign in the area. In theiseations, the wolf usually does not return to the
original depredation site. In other instancesdiock are killed by remnants of packs that
became fragmented due to lethal control, dispensdisease-related mortality.

USDA Wildlife Services workload has increased ower last 10 years as the wolf population
increased and distribution expanded. The numbsusgpected wolf complaints received by WS
increased steadily from federal fiscal year 19920609 (Figure 11). About 50% of the
complaints received by WS are verified as wolf-eals

A total of 583 wolves were killed to help resohandicts with livestock from 1987-2009 in
Montana (Figure 9). Despite this level of lethahioval, particularly in the early years, the
Montana population still increased in number arsdrdiiution, due to immigration from central
Idaho, YNP, and through growth from within the Mam& population via dispersal and new pack
formation. From 2004-2008, an average of 15.8%efwolf population per year was killed due
to conflicts with livestock (Figure 10). In 200&hout 17% of the population was removed to
resolve wolf-livestock conflicts. The percent &dlin the most recent 3 years has increased as
the size of the wolf population has increased aoll pack distribution has expended into areas
where conflicts with livestock are more likely. n8lar trends are evident in the NRM and the
Western Great Lakes States. Despite this levetrabval due to livestock conflicts, the
Montana wolf population continued to increase tigtothe years.

More flexible federal regulations in the southerorithna experimental area and upon delisting

the state framework allowed a private citizen tbds wolf seen in act of attacking, killing, or
threatening to kill livestock. In 2009, ten wolwesre taken in defense of livestock. |
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Figure 11 Number of complaints received by USDA Wildlifer8ices as suspected wolf
damage and the percent of complaints verified dédamage, federal fiscal years
1992 — 2009. Federal fiscal years from October Saptember 30.

Because wolves were listed under ESA for the faat months of the year, wolf-livestock
conflict resolution was guided by a combinatioriled approved state plan and federal
regulations. Upon delisting in May, the federajukations no longer applied and were replaced
with state regulations. Among other things, MFWRsidered the number of breeding pairs
statewide and in the respective interim managemeats (endangered area or experimental
area), where the incident occurred, potential flit#onal losses, and a pack’s previous history
with livestock when deciding what to do. MFWP aié tried to connect the management
response and the damage closely in space andtéirgeting the offending animal/s. WS
personnel carried out the lethal control work. MPF\&trove to assure the security of the overall
wolf population, while addressing depredation Issamed control in an incremental fashion
responsively and as directed by the state plan.

Because most confirmed incidents of injured or deadtock in Montana involve livestock
producers who were affected 2 or more times anidhtiost incidents occurred on private lands,
we believe the combination of proactive non-lethetlerrents combined with strategic
incremental lethal control of problem wolves is best way to resolve wolf-livestock conflicts.
Both MFWP and WS also provided advice and techmnfatrmation to individual livestock
producers about proactive strategies that may dsertneir risk of wolf depredations. Project
personnel also worked collaboratively with inteeglsprivate organizations and local-level
community groups (e.g. watershed groups) to protedbnical advice and to investigate non-
lethal methods of deterring livestock conflicts.
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Figure 12 Confirmed cattle and sheep death losses cordimseavolf-related and the number of
wolves lethally controlled in the State of Montdyased on investigations by USDA
Wildlife Services, 1995-2009.

Depredation Incidents in 2009

The majority of wolf-livestock interactions tookgale in WMUs 1 and 2. WS confirmed that,
statewide, 97 cattle, 202 sheep, 4 domestic dogsats, and 4 llamas were killed by wolves in
calendar year 2009 (Figure 9). Approximately 38%lontana packs had confirmed livestock
kills at some point during 2009. Additional invgstions were determined to be probable wolf
depredations or confirmed injured livestock. Farthore, many livestock producers reported
“missing” livestock and suspected wolf predati@dther reported indirect losses include poor
weight gain and aborted pregnancies. There isonbtdthat there are undocumented losses. It is
difficult to quantify direct and indirect econonla@sses in totality.

Most depredations occurred on private property.adadress livestock conflicts and to further
reduce the potential for further depredations, Wdtes were killed. Ten of the 145 were killed
by private citizens when the wolf was seen chaditling, or threatening to kill livestock. The
others were taken by WS using either ground oabbased methods. Nine packs were removed
entirely due to chronic livestock conflicts (Salyeddle Creek, Centennial, Blacktail3, Nevada
Creek, Battlefield, McVey, Livermore, Grasshoperd Salish).
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Figure 13. Minimum estimated wolf population (left axis),mber of wolves killed to resolve
livestock conflicts (left axis), and percent of fn@pulation removed (right axis)
during calendar years 1995 - 20009.

These 9 packs accounted for 42% of the total nurobenlves killed to resolve livestock
conflicts. All combined, these packs accountedfao of the total confirmed cattle killed and
71% of the total confirmed sheep killed. In sorases, these packs occupied primarily private
lands and/or also had some level of failure of athal tools.

In 2009 in WMU 1, the number of livestock and dogsfirmed killed increased from prior
years, as did the number of wolves killed. WS wored a total of 40 cattle, 9 sheep, 1 dog, 1
goats, and 4 llamas were killed by wolves in 200olf-livestock conflicts occurred on both the
Flathead Reservation and the Blackfeet Reserva#iotatal of 63 wolves were killed in WMU

1. Two packs were eliminated (Salish, Neveda Clie) t® ongoing conflicts and a very high
potential for additional losses.

In 2009 in WMU 2, the number of confirmed livestdokses increased significantly,
particularly in the Big Hole where 44% of the atinéirmed cattle death loss statewide was
documented. WS confirmed a total of 43 cattlehé&ep, and 2 dogs were killed by wolves.
Fifty one wolves were killed and several packs weiainated (McVey, Battlefield,
Grasshopper, and Middle CKk).
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In 2009 in WMU 3, the total number of confirmedttatieath losses livestock losses was about
the same from 2008 to 2009. However, the totallremof confirmed sheep death losses
increased significantly due to larger than avetagses by two packs (Centennial and
Blacktail3). Both these packs were removed. W¥icoed a total of 14 cattle, 185 sheep, and
1 goat, and 1 dog were killed. A total of 31 waweere killed.

Private citizens killed a total of 10 wolves caughthe act of chasing, attacking or killing
livestock (about 7% of the total livestock relatadrtality). Nearly all the incidents took place
on private lands. MFWP issued 21 kill permitsestatle in an effort to remove problem wolves
faster, in conjunction with WS efforts. No wolwesre killed by citizens.

Between 1987 and 2006, most confirmed cattle dgpi@devents in Montana occurred in

spring (March, April, May) when calves were smaltlanost vulnerable. A smaller spike
occurred in the fall (September and October), predly as food demands of the pack increased
and pups are traveling with the pack. In additieiid ungulates were still well dispersed on
summer range and young-of-the-year ungulates were mobile. Most confirmed sheep
depredation events in Montana occurred in Julyteeber, and October. Because of their
smaller size relative to cattle or other classds/estock, sheep are vulnerable to wolf predation
year round. Similar patterns of peak depredatativity were observed in 2008.

Proactive Non-lethal Efforts

From 1987 — 2006 there was a total of about 314ircoed incidents of wolf-livestock conflicts
(injured or dead livestock confirmed by WS). Aalabf 162 livestock owners were affected.
Previous work has shown that proactive, nonlethalsthave the potential to decrease risk
because about half of the total incidents occucdvar more on the same piece of land (Sime et
al. 2007). Losses peak in the spring and fallweleer, it is difficult to prevent wolves from
injuring or killing livestock as most livestock oers have only one confirmed loss. Some
however, did have multiple losses during that spfayears. Other work has shown that lethal
control can provide some relieve, but is not a @eremt solution as wolf pack territories were
recolonized by other, “new” wolves about 280 daysawerage after the previous pack was
eliminated (Bradley 2004). Thus a combination imfgetive nonlethal tools in combination with
incremental lethal control offers a variety of mgeaent tools to minimize wolf-caused
livestock losses and lethal wolf control to theesttpossible, recognizing that some livestock
will be lost to wolves in the future and some walwvell be killed to address conflicts.

During 2009, MFWP and WS assisted with severalreffim employ proactive non-lethal tools,
including fladry, electric fladry, increased humamesence, and non-lethal munitions. A few are
highlighted below. The reader is also referrethttividual pack narratives to learn more. Other
efforts occurred without much MFWP involvement. dittbnally, most livestock owners who
submitted a claim to the Montana Livestock LossR#dn and Mitigation Board to get
reimbursed for a verified wolf loss reported alnpading some husbandry tools to decrease the
risk of wolf depredation.

Fladry
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In the_Lebo pack territorgit the north end of the Crazy Mountains, abowg &ind a half miles of
fladry was deployed on three different propertmsfive different pastures to protect sheep and
cattle. Two of the three livestock producers hgaeeienced wolf depredations. Electric sheep
netting was also erected to protect sheep aftérwotves and a bear had killed sheep in one of
the pastures. No depredations were reported ipdbtures that were fully enclosed by the
fladry or netting. One pasture was so large taiandowner asked to use the available fladry
as a drift fence, but the pasture was not fullyaumded by fladry. Two sheep were killed by
wolves in that pasture.

In the Welcome Creek territogouth of Missoula, a domestic dog was Killed etrech in
February. Wolves continued to move through tha.alNP hung fladry around the calving
pasture. No conflicts with livestock occurred.

South of Cascadi@ response to new wolf activity and confirmedegheepredations in August,
FWP hung electric fladry around areas used fortmghnning. About one mile of electric fladry
was deployed on two different pastures to protgotamaller groups of sheep. No depredations
were reported in pens where electric fladry wasghudowever, sheep were lost from a larger
band utilizing guard dogs but not fladry.

On the_Sun Ranch south of Enfriem late May through September, Sun Ranch Irstitine
People & Carnivores Project (Northern Rockies Coregen Cooperative), MTFWP, and
volunteers from the Greater Yellowstone Coaliti@pldyed electrified fladry barriers on
pastures. The project had three objectives: é&Xladry, in addition to vigilance and
opportunistic hazing, to protect a herd of 440 splyeifers; 2) explore and document best
practices for efficient deployment of electrifidddry; and 3) use fladry deployment as an
opportunity to expose wolf advocates to the chgksnof wolf-livestock coexistence. The
Toadflax Pack, which includes two radioed wolveaswporadically present on the ranch for
much of the project. One pasture that the hedesged was within half a mile of an active
rendezvous site, and wolves were observed neaattle numerous times. There were no
observations of wolves interacting with the eldigd fladry. Throughout June and early July,
elk dismantled fladry segments frequently; on oogasion when fladry was inoperative due to
elk, wolves entered a pasture and fed on lighthitigel cattle. While no heifers were lost to
wolves, it is impossible to say conclusively whethadry was a factor in this outcome.

Challenging terrain, large pastures, elk presesmae weather made this setting an excellent field
laboratory for efficient and effective fladry depioent. Surrounding up to 450 acres at a time
required lengthy fladry segments and ample eledtdoarge. The flags and vegetation
(particularly sagebrusArtemisia spp. and basin wild rylelymus cinereus) created significant
voltage leaks, draining battery power and maintejradequate shock power a challenge. With
extensive grounding systems and a powerful enar@tzetShock A 50; 4.5 joule maximum
output), we were able to maintain charges of apprately 4,000 volts up to 2 miles from the
energizer.

Deploying and moving up to four miles of fladry led to seek improvements in handling this

material. Working with MFWP, we explored ways ahding the fladry onto spools to improve
both installation and removal of fladry. We haugltthree prototypes spoolers for use with
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ATVs, and have also successfully used a harnesswadspooler developed by Val Asher for
use on foot. In addition, we developed efficietys to handle fiberglass fence posts, as well as
effective ways to insulate electrified fladry frauacidental grounding at fence crossings. All of
these best practices will be summarized in a cenuignual for fladry users.

Increased Human Presence

The primary goal of these range rider efforts issiuce livestock/predator interactions.
Secondary goals and objectives are to reduce tigkstepredation from predators, to detect
injured or dead livestock more rapidly, to preseéheevidence and increase the likelihood that
an investigation would yield a definitive conclusiabout whether or not it was a predation
event and the species responsible, to improvetbe&snanagement and range conditions, to
increase knowledge about livestock/predator inteyas in space and time, and to build
relationships among project partners.

Although the rider protocols varied from place tage, the underlying premise is similar:
increased and continual human presence and immeaéisponse to wolves that are seen
interacting with livestock. The rider response aogis wolves when they are interacting with
livestock ranges from non-lethal harassment tdhaldullet. By responding as closely as
possible in space and time to the inappropriatawieh (e.g.chasing livestock), the wolves are
more likely to associate that behavior with somegmegative than if they had not been harassed
while behaving inappropriately. Due to the incréelibumber of variables from place to place,
there is no clear evidence that these efforts hateally prevented depredations. However,

when surveyed, many participating producers sag thought it was helpful and indicated an
interest in continuing their participation.

Over the years, MFWP has collaborated livestocklpeos, many orgainizations and watershed
groups, including: Madison Valley Ranchlands Grdsiackfoot Challenge, Boulder Watershed
Association, Granite County Headwaters WatershedigrTurner Endangered Species Fund,
USDA Forest Service, Keystone Conservation, USDAdWe Services, USDA Natural
Resources and Conservation Service, Sweet GraggyCGanservation District, and MSU
Extension Service

Blackfoot Wolf and Cattle Monitoring 2009 (Contributed by Peter Brown, University of
Montana and Blackfoot Challenge; see Research and Field Studies section for more.)

The Blackfoot Challenge continued to fund a Wold &attle monitoring position during the
2009 grazing season. This position was a colldbedreffort between Montana Fish Wildlife &
Parks and the United States Fish and Wildlife ServiDuties included monitoring the
established wolf packs (Ovando Mtn, Elevation M¥mastra Creek) that were located in the
vicinity of cattle grazing on summer pastures amgie and public lands in the Blackfoot
watershed. The rider was also observing cattkeiloligion, behavior, and health as an indicator
of wolf presence to determine the potential forfbctwere it to arise. The rider worked closely
with WS agents during depredation investigationwels as maintaining communication with
ranchers that had their cattle in close proxinotyblf activity. The rider distributed a weekly
report to ranchers, natural resource managers;@meerned citizens pertaining to the general
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whereabouts of the wolves and any pertinent obensfrom the field. Additional public
contact included ten presentations which discuss#fitrack identification, safety in wolf
country, the specifics of the MTFWP Wolf Programdatrategies for reducing risk of
depredation for cattle producers. There were tardioned wolf depredations attributed to the
Ovando Mtn Pack during the timeline of the programpther conflicts were reported. Wolf
management in ranching landscapes is challendiggdemands unique adaptive strategies
including the assistance of community members mitimitoring cattle and wolves to determine
if conflicts exist.

Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and Mitigation Prgram: a Montana-based
Reimbursement Program

The Montana Wolf Conservation and Management Pdlactfor creation of a Montana-based
program to address the economic impacts of verfiel-caused livestock losses. The plan
identified the need for an entity independent fidiiWP to administer the program. The plan
also identified that the reimbursement program wdod funded through sources independent
from MFWP’s wolf management dollars and other MFW/Rds intended for fish and wildlife
management.

The creation of an adequately funded loss redueimmhdamage mitigation program will help
determine the degree to which people will shardahd with wolves, to which the success of
wolf recovery can be assured into the future, &ieddiegree to which individual livestock
operators who are adversely affected economicglhydif recovery are able to remain viable.
Maintaining private lands in agricultural productiprovides habitat for a wide variety of
wildlife in Montana and is vital to wolf conservatti in the long run.

In keeping with Montana’s tradition of broad-bas#@tzen participation in wolf conservation
and management, a diverse, 30-member working graip!} times in 2005. The working group
was comprised of private citizens, representatings non —governmental organizations, and
representatives from state and federal agenciesnaler subcommittee continued to meet in
2006. This group finalized a framework which tlmtame the basis for legislation in the 2007
Montana Legislature.

As a part of the comprehensive wolf program impletee by MFWP and its cooperators, the
Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and Mitigationdg?ean (MLLRMP) addresses economic
losses due to wolf predation and creates incentorggroducers to take proactive, preventive
steps to decrease the risk of loss. The largeingdgoup agreed that both government and
livestock producers want to take reasonable andeftective measures to reduce losses, that it
is not possible to prevent all losses, and thasliock producers should not incur
disproportionate impacts as a result of recovenylofitana’s wolf population.

There are three basic components: a loss reduslgoment, a loss mitigation element, and the
state wolf management plan. MFWP and USDA WS wduifdl their responsibilities and roles
outlined in the state management plan. The |lahscteon and loss mitigation elements are
administered by an independent quasi-judicial bélaatlis administratively attached to the
Montana Department of Livestock
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Of particular concern to all participants was tleecdto secure funding for batitee proactive

work and the loss reimbursement components of thetdha wolf program. The working group
explored a variety of funding mechanisms. BothNfentana Wolf Advisory Council and the
second working group concluded that the MLLRMP wioo# funded through special state or
federal appropriations or private donations. Bgibups agreed that MFWP’s wolf management
dollars, and other MFWP funds (license revenuefaddral matching Pittman-Robertson or
Dingle Johnson dollars) would not be used to reirsdwolf-caused losses. Private donations
will also be sought.

During the 2007 Montana Legislative session, atbi#stablish the framework of the working
group was introduced and passed (HB364). Thel#&gs created the Livestock Loss
Reduction and Mitigation Board to administer pragsaor the mitigation and reimbursement of
livestock losses by wolves. It also establishedghasi-judicial board, its purpose, membership,
powers and duties, and reporting requirements. Bideed is administratively attached to the
Montana Department of Livestock, but its role anties are wholly independent from the
Department and the Montana Board of Livestock aod versa. Late in 2007, the Governor
appointed the first Board.

The purposes of the Montana Livestock Loss Redu@ia Mitigation Program are to
proactively apply prevention tools and incentiveslécrease the risk of wolf-caused losses,
minimize the number of livestock killed by wolvésdugh proactive livestock management
strategies, and provide financial reimbursementgaducers for losses caused by wolves based
on the program criteria.

The Loss Reduction element is intended to minirfezees proactively by reducing risk of loss
through prevention tools such as night pens, gogrdnimals, or increasing human presence

with range riders and herders. Active managemegtiteowolf population by MFWP under the

approved Montana Wolf Plan (and the applicablef@degulations for now) should also help

decrease the risk of loss.

The Loss Mitigation element implements a reimbursethpayment system for confirmed and
probable losses that can be verified by USDA Wliréct losses and costs are not directly
covered, but eventually could be addressed thrapghication of a multiplier for confirmed
losses and a system of bonus or incentive payméiiigible livestock losses are cattle, calves,
hogs, pigs, horses, mules, sheep, lambs, goatgdleand guarding animals. Confirmed and
probable death losses are reimbursed at 100%r rahtaket value. Veterinary bills for injured
livestock that are confirmed due to wolves may tweeced-aup to 100% of fair market value of
the animal when funding becomes available.

The legislation also codified much of the actuaftiiramework in state law. It directed the
Board to establish a program to cost-share witssbiock producers who are interested in
implementing measures to decrease the risk of preffiation on livestock. It also directed the
Board to establish and administer a program tolvaise livestock producers for losses caused
by wolves. While some details of the grant progass reduction) and the reimbursement
program (loss mitigation) are established in seattite Board will still need to establish
additional details through a rule-making procedsctv will include public comment
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opportunities. Rulemaking is expected-+#-2@04.0 to finalize and establish other program
implementation details in the Administrative Rutdésgviontana.

HB364 also established special state and federahtee accounts, respectively. The funds may
only be used to implement the loss reduction grardgram and reimburse wolf-caused losses.

HB 364 also established a trust fund with an inéehprincipal of $5 million dollars. The earned

interest from the trust fund pays for the prograbhe Legislature did not appropriate dollars for

either of the special revenue accounts or the tounst.

The 2007 Montana Legislature appropriated “stattfupds in the amount of $60,000 in each
year of the biennium to pay for initial operatingenses of the Board. The appropriation also
included 1.0 FTE who works for the Board and comsitive day to day business of the program.
This individual was hired late in 2007 and theiatibrientation and coordination got underway.
Fundraising efforts began in 2008.

The Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and MitigatBward met twice in 2009. With the 2009
funding available, the Livestock Loss Reduction dfitigation Board prioritized payments for
animals that were attacked by wolves and diedeafied (probable or confirmed) by USDA
WS. Claims were paid on a first-come, first-serbadis. Private organizations provided-most
some of LLRMP’s available funding for 2009, incladia $50,000 donation from Defenders of
Wildlife. Donations were also received from thee&er Yellowstone Coalition, Western Wolf
Coalition, Keystone Conservation and the Montan&e@@en’s Association. No grant
applications submitted in 2008 were funded. Altof#87,318 was paid to livestock owners for
238 dead animals between April 15 and Decembe2@18. A total of $141,462 was paid to
livestock owners for 367 dead animals in 2009. éfgdegislation introduced by Montana
Senator Jon Tester has been signed by the Presidesiegislation provides for $1,000,000 for
wolf loss prevention efforts and loss paymentdlistates. Montana will be eligible for a portion
of this appropriation in federal fiscal year 20Which began October 1, 2009). Montana will
have to match the federal dollars with state fumdgrivate donations.

Payments for injured animals or funds for cost-elgaants to implement proactive tools
intended to decrease risk were unavailable duddokaof funds. This board and program are
primarily funded via private donations and governtatappropriations. Donations are fully tax
deductible

If a livestock producer suspects a wolf-relate@divock injury or death, USDA WS should be
contacted to request an investigation. If the isgslated to wolves, USDA WS will mail a copy
of the WS investigation report and a claim formttee MLLRMP to the livestock owner. The
livestock owner should complete the claim form amall it (along with the copy of the USDA
WS investigation report) to the Coordinator. Theo@linator will determine the market value of
the loss based on USDA market reports from Billiageh week. Claims for unique or higher
value livestock should be accompanied by documientaf value. Claims are typically
submitted about one month after the WS investigasaompleted. If forms are complete and
no unusual circumstances present themselves, clagnsrocessed and payment is made within
2-3 weeks.
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Table 2. Payments for confirmed and probable livestockli&ases by the Montana Livestock

Loss Reduction and Mitigation Board, 2009.

County Cattle Sheep Goat Horse GuardDog Llama Total Payments
Beaverhead 26 184 210 $74,074.63
Cascade 10 10 $1,295.00
Flathead 2 2 $1,361.00
Glacier 14 1 15 $8,809.42
Granite 5 5 $4,242.41
Jefferson 2 2 $1,118.25
Lake 7 7 $5,152.7[7
Lewis & 12 7 2 21 $10,493.58
Clark

Lincoln 4 1 5 $2,861.0D
Madison 12 14 26 $10,979.41
Meagher 24 24 $3,690.00
Missoula 1 1 $684.00
Park 2 2 $2,525.00
Pondera 1 1 $707.06
Ravalli 1 1 $732.88
Powell 9 1 10 $5,437.58
Sanders 5 5 $3,566.53
Stillwater 2 1 3 $375.0D
Sweet Grass 1 2 3 $300.p0
Teton 2 2 $1,316.25
Wheatland 12 12 $1,740.00
Total 105 256 3 1 2 0 367 $141,461(77

! Confirmed, defined in MCA 2-15-3112 [as determitgdJSDA Wildlife Services]: reasonable physical
evidence that livestock was actually attacked bediby a wolf, including but not limited to thegsence of bite
marks indicative of the spacing of canine toothqtures of wolves and associated subcutaneous heagimg and
tissue damage indicating that the attack occurrdgitethe animal was alive, feeding patterns oncdreass, fresh
tracks, scat, hair rubbed off on fences or brugbwéness accounts, or other physical evidenceataws a

reasonable inference of wolf predation on an antimat has been largely consumed.

2 Probable, defined in MCA 2-15-3112 [as determingdJBDA Wildlife Services]: the presence of some
evidence to suggest possible predation but a Iaskficient evidence to clearly confirm predatioy a particular
species. A kill may be classified as probable ddp®non factors including but not limited to receonfirmed
predation by the suspected depredating speciégisame or a nearby area, recent observation &fé&stock by
the owner or the owner's employees, and telemetmitoring data, sightings, howling, or fresh traskggesting
that the suspected depredating species may hawndrbtee area when the depredation occurred.
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PACK SUMMARIES
Wolf Management Unit 1, Northwest Montana
Overview

In 2009, we documented a minimum estimate of 30&&gdin 64 packs in WMU 1 (the

Montana portion of the NWMT Recovery area. Thangncrease from 253 wolves in 46 packs
at the end of the year in 2008. There were 21 yaentified packs in 2009. One of the newly
formed packs was removed as a result of habityailed@tions. Some of these packs are
believed to be first year packs, and some areyliteehave existed the previous year. Two of
those packs are state border packs that were abimtéaho in 2008, and counted in Montana in
2009 because they either denned or spent the ityapbtheir time in Montana. There are no
state border packs where the inverse is true. Jaois were removed from the population as a
consequence of chronic livestock depredation.

Forty-seven radio collared wolves in 36 packs,@¥of the 64 total packs, were monitored in
northwest Montana during at least some portion0&2 This is slightly lower from 60% of 45
total packs in 2008. An additional 9 radio colthmolves that had dispersed were monitored at
some point during the year and 5 of those werkdaditile at the end of the year. One additional
radio collared wolf was also monitored, but spédindfats time in British Columbia, Canada.
Radio collared wolves were located from aircrafpragimately 1-2 times per month. Radio
collared wolves in and around Glacier National R&kP) were located more frequently from
the ground by GNP staff and personnel from an Qrejate University research project.
Twenty-eight collared wolves from 20 packs (31%haf 64 total packs) were monitored by the
end of the year. Seven collars are ARGOS GPSdtwhROccupancy Population Modeling
research in cooperation with the University of Maord Wildlife Cooperative Research Unit.
Three of these were placed in three different pat909. Only two of these collars were still
functioning and within the pack at the end of tleary

MFWP traplines were set in 15 pack territories, 8mwaolves were captured and collared in
2009. Three wolves were captured incidentally ibierd@nt MFWP grizzly bear trap lines. One
of those was collared. USDA Wildlife Services wad in 10 additional areas and collared 6
wolves. Three of these areas were trapped witkedbperation of both the Blackfeet Tribe and
the Salish Kootenai Tribes on their respectivemedmsns.

MFWP surveyed a total of 36 areas for wolf preseara pack status. Six of those areas
resulted in the verification of new packs. Wolfiaity was verified in 1 other area, but it was
unclear whether it is a discrete pack or an ared by an adjacent pack. Twenty-two of those
surveys were conducted to determine pack statasess of known packs that do not have
functioning radio collars. There was 1 area witsfknitive wolf sign could not be determined
and will be scheduled for survey again in 2010veBemore new packs were verified by the
Salish Kootenai Confederated Tribes (5), and USDikINie Services (2).

The 64 packs included in WMU 1(the Montana portidthe NWMT recovery area) as of
December 2009 are listed in Table 1a. Along tlmntdna/ldaho transboundary area within the
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NWMT Recovery area, the Calder Mountain pack iselveld to den and spend most of their
time in Idaho and therefore is counted towardddlé&o wolf population. Along the
transboundary area between the NWMT and CID regoaeyas, the Fish Creek pack dens and
spends most of its time in Idaho and are therefoumted towards the Idaho population. Along
the US/Canada Border, the Kootenai North and Sptweek packs spend most or all of their
time in Canada and are not counted towards the VINdOpulation.

We were able to confirm reproduction in 35 of tlep@cks (Table 1a). Twenty-three of those
packs met the criteria as breeding pairs. Breepaigstatus could not be documented in some
packs either because they were uncollared andftlenmore difficult to obtain data, or we were
unable to confirm a minimum pup or adult survivapsbf 2 each at the end of the year.

One hundred twenty-seven wolf mortalities were aoented in WMU 1 in 2009. All but 6
were attributed to some form of human cause inolyéil lethally removed in agency control
actions, 2 killed by private citizens to defendebtock, 38 legally harvested, 10 illegally kill&d,
vehicle collisions, 2 electrocuted by down powgeejiand 1 was reported killed in self defense.
Five other wolves died of unknown causes and orlédied of natural causes. All control
action and legally harvested mortalities are peenismbers, while the number of mortalities
from all other causes is a minimum count. Furttterse numbers can only be applied to an
overall population count that is also known to bmiaimum estimate.

A total of 3 radio-collared wolves were missingthg end of the year. Missing collars are due
to long-range dispersal, collar failure, or othekmown fate.

Nine dispersals were recorded. NW389F dispersed the Bearfite pack, 62 miles to the NE,
and is occupying an area with at least 1 other @@limiles north of the US/Canada border.
NW535F (Cilly pack), NW179M (Piper pack), and arestiwvolf of unknown origin, have
dispersed from their respective packs, joined,aredccupying an area adjacent to their natal
packs. NW411M dispersed from the Dutch pack, 188s1to the N, and was harvested 140
miles north of the US/Canada border. NW510F degxkfrom the Dutch pack, 12 miles, and is
occupying an area south of the Dutch pack withh2iotvolves. 270, an 11-12 year old wolf, left
the Fishtrap pack and was still dispersing at ticea the year. NW199M dispersed from the
Ksanka pack, 24 miles to the NW, and was harvestades north of the US/Canada Border.
NW526M dispersed from the Lydia pack, and was difpersing at the end of the year and was
around an area 26 miles north of the US/Canadaeboadd 50 miles northwest of Bonners
Ferry, ID. NW111F dispersed from the Spotted Beauk, 15 miles to the NW, paired with
another wolf and has started the Quintonkon paelst year NW351 dispersed from the Cilly
pack, paired and mated with another wolf, and pcedyups forming a new pack. At the end of
summer she left that territory for unknown reasons.

Two other dispersals from the end of 2008 werekgdanto 2009. NW368M dispersed from the
Lazy Creek pack at the end of November 2008, adédmary 2009 was hit by a car near Lolo
Pass 123miles to the south. NW346M dispersed thenPiper pack at the end of October 2008,
and by January of 2009 he paired with a femalejyred pups, and started the Ovando
Mountain pack 44 miles to the southeast.
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In WMU 1, the number of confirmed livestock wasfupm 2009. Livestock availability varies
widely among packs in Northwest Montana, and thgnig of packs have no or low levels of
livestock present within pack home ranges. Thebemof confirmed packs in 2009 increased
38%, but the number of packs involved in livestdepredations stayed about the same. Fifteen
of 62 packs were involved in some level of livegtdepredations in 2009. A third year decline
in the whitetail deer population throughout muchiNakthwest Montana is believed to increase
the risk of livestock losses due to wolves. Weuwoented 62 confirmed livestock and dog kills.
There were 43 cattle, 9 sheep, 1 dog, and 9 llarAasadditional 16 calves were ranked as
probable kills, 6 calves were confirmed injureaiolv injured, 1 calf indirectly killed, 2 calves
ranked possible, 2 dogs injured, and 1 goat injuédnsequently the number of wolves lethally
controlled increased from 49 in 2008 to 63 in 20090 entire packs were removed. These
figures only account for verified losses. It i4 possible to account for the proportion of
unverified losses due to wolves. Unverified losseslosses where the cause of dead or missing
livestock is not known. Nonlethal measures randiog range riders to aversive tools such as
Radio Activated Guard Boxes and Fladry are rouwidkelployed where applicable and as
available. A range rider was utilized in the Blmxk Valley, and Fladry was used as a
preventative measure in 2 different instances ac2adifferent packs.

Verified Packs (Table 1a in Appendix 3)

Arrastra Creek
» atleast 5 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: First documented in 2008.

2009 Activities: In early 2009 there were thought to be 5 wolvethe Arrastra Creek pack
based on snow tracking. Wolf activity was repoitethe Arrastra Creek, Marcum
Mountain, and Deer Park areas throughout the yatandotrapping efforts were initiated due
to high grizzly bear density in that area. Repuoiohe status of this pack was unknown. We
again estimated 5 wolves in this pack at the erDO6B based on snow tracking.

Ashley
» ? wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
* 1 wolf harvested

History: Discovered in 2006. Their home range is northweé&alispell.

2009 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottaldarvey this area.
Reports of wolves continue in this area, but numlaed reproduction remain unknown at
the end of the year. This pack has not been eallaince 2007.

Bearfite
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: First documented in 2008. Their home range rghnaf Libby.
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2009 Activities: Wolf NW389F has been missing since 12/5/2008.1020/2008 she was
discovered near the North Fork Flathead in Bri@shumbia, Canada. This is a dispersal of
62 miles. This pack is not radio collared.

Belmont
» atleast 5 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
e 1 wolf harvested

History: First documented in 2008. Its territory is wekPlacid Lake.

2009 Activities: The Belmont pack was believed to consist of 1vesin early 2009 and
were believed to hold a territory south and sousitwé Placid Lake. Very few reports came
in from this area during the spring and summer. PF3outed the area extensively in the late
summer and fall and found a concentration of agtivear the Flathead reservation boundary
west of Placid Lake. A trapping effort was inigdtbut no wolves were caught. Itis
suspected that these wolves were using the Joakar Riea as well and may have denned on
the reservation based on the lack of activity dythose months in the Blackfoot watershed,
but no pups were ever documented. During the hgrsigason there were multiple reports
from the Gold Creek, Belmont, and Blanchard Craelag Based on snow tracking, we
estimated 5 wolves in this pack at the end of 2009.

Benchmark
* 2 wolves; not a breeding pair
» 8 cattle confirmed killed, 2 calves probable kiRszalves possible; 2 wolves killed by
WS, 1 wolf killed by the landowner to defend livesit
* 2 wolves harvested

History: First documented in 2008. This pack occupies@tory west of Augusta.

2009 Activities: All of the cattle depredations occurred betwkrch and May in several
different incidents. WS removed 2 wolves from plaek during this period, while also

trying to place a collar in the pack as previodsrapts by MFWP and WS had been
unsuccessful. There was grizzly bear activity corent with wolf activity on the ranch,
which complicates field work due to human safetyagns. The landowner shot a wolf that
was seen harassing cattle in May. All three wokleswved signs of slight mange on the
lower legs and tail. MFWP scouted the area andielid surveys. MFWP also met with
area landowners and land managing agency perspanetlically during the field season.

Bennie
» 2 wolves; not a breeding pair
» 1 calf confirmed killed, 2 calf probable kill, 1[€andirectly killed; 1 wolf killed by WS
* 1 wolf harvested

History: First documented in 2008 when a female wolf dispe (in late 2007) from the
Elevation Mountain pack in the Garnett Range. p&ek’s territory is west of Choteau near
the Blackleaf Wildlife Management Area.
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2009 Activities: This pack’s territory encompasses both publid private lands, as is the
case for any wolf pack along the East Front ofRlbekies. It was thought to stay primarily
east of the Continental Divide. In February, W&dwined that a mother cow trampled her
calf when a wolf approached. Three other incidestsirred, one each in June, July, and
August. WS removed 1 wolf in early August. Thdared, breeding female was lawfully
harvested during the early back country season efeéke Continental Divide. MFWP
scouted the area and did field surveys. MFWP misbwith area landowners and land
managing agency personnel periodically during tble season.

Bisson
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2009 on the Flathead Retiervaortheast of Polson.

2009 Activities: There are no radio collars in this pack.

Bitterroot Range
» atleast 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is in enote area west of Missoula in the
Fish Creek area.

2009 Activities: Getting an accurate estimate on this pack hes d#ficult because they
seem to spend most of their time in the backcounteyheavily timbered area. A Forest
Service crew reported consistent wolf activity agap the North Fork of Fish Creek during
the summer months in 2009, as they did in 200&hérfall 3 wolves were confirmed in the
Williams Pass area and were believed to be menabeéhnss pack. Later in the winter the
area was surveyed and wolf activity was found enRock Creek drainage but snow
conditions were too poor to get any kind of counihdividuals. Therefore our estimate for
this pack is 3 for 2009 although we believe theeelikely more wolves in this pack than
were detected.

Blue Mountain
» atleast 4 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
* 1 wolf harvested

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is soutstwof Missoula.

2009 Activities: In early 2009 there were thought to be at leagbl¥es in the Blue

Mountain pack. A wolf hunter harvested a pup duh@ pack in the fall, confirming that

the pack had reproduced. This pack is believagséothe O’Brien Creek/Blue Mtn area over
to Graves Creek. FWP surveyed the area in Deceamukconfirmed a minimum of 4
wolves in this pack.
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Cabinet
* 2 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredation
* 1 wolf harvested

History: First documented in 2009. Their home range ughsof Libby.

2009 Activities: There have been clusters of reports in and arthentdibby Creek area that
have waxed and waned since 2004. We documentsdmre again in 2009, and reports are
up again this year. Because of increased workload were not able to survey this area
more than a couple of days and therefore, werelarialtomplete a comprehensive survey.
This pack has never been collared.

Cache Creek
* 6 wolves; breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: New pack in 2009. lts territory is west of Mis&min the Fish Creek area.

2009 Activities: B348M was originally collared in the Big Hole fxamn Lolo Pass in 2007.
He dispersed from the pack at the end of year @82hd paired with a female in the South
Fork of Fish Creek area. They produced 4 pup9092

Camas Prairie
» 2 wolves; not a breeding pair
« 2 calves confirmed killed; 3 wolves removed

History: First documented in 2008. Its home range isstsanndary with the Flathead
Indian Reservation between Plains and Hot Springs.

2009 Activities: In early September, two calves were confirmel#iby wolves in the
Camas Prairie territory. Three wolves were killededuce further depredations. The only
radio collared wolf in this pack has been missimge mid-October.

Candy Mountain
* 8 wolves; breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
* 1 wolf harvested

History: The Candy Mountain pack was first discovered asva pair and an adult female
(351) was radio collared in 2003. Their home raisge the Yaak River drainage.

2009 Activities: This pack has a wolf fitted with a gps ARGOS apfbr patch occupancy
modeling research in cooperation with the UnivgrsitMontana (see research section).
There is 1 collar in this pack at the end of tharye
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Chippy
* 7 wolves; breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: New in 2009. Their territory is in the ThompdRiver drainage.

2009 Activities: This is likely a new pack with both the breedpadr and first year litter.
There are no collars in this pack.

Cilly
* 4 wolves; breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
» 2 wolves harvested

History: New in 2008. Their territory is generally theseside of the Swan Valley.

2009 Activities: At the beginning of the year this pack was ralaced. A pack of wolves
were identified on the east side of the Swan. alyeAugust, an adult female was captured
and fitted with a gps ARGOS collar for patch ocaupamodeling research in cooperation
with the University of Montana (see research segtidt is not yet clear if this is the original
Cilly pack or a new pack. By the end of the y@anad left the Cilly pack and was traveling
with a collared male wolf from the Piper pack amdaaditional uncollared wolf. The trio
has been occupying portions of both the Cilly amePpack territories. The Cilly pack is no
longer collared.

Corona (formerly Thompson Peak)
* 8 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Thembaange is north of Plains.

2009 Activities: We could document only 1 pup at the end of trer y@d therefore this pack
does not meet breeding pair criterion. This paak ¢ne radio collar at the end of the year.

DeBorgia
» atleast 6 wolves; not a breeding pair

* no confirmed depredations
* 1 wolf harvested

History: First suspected in 2005 and confirmed in 20@§ telrritory is south of the down of
DeBorgia in the Lower Clark Fork.

2009 Activities: In early 2009, four wolves were believed to h¢hie DeBorgia Pack.
Collared alpha female NW85F was monitored untildesaith in June. Cause of death was
never determined because she was too decompogkd time she was located. Around this
same time in June, several citizens in the arearteg seeing 3 pups on multiple occasions
on a heavily traveled road near St Regis, clogeddocation where the female had died.
The pups and wolf activity in that area disappeateattly thereafter and MFWP was unsure
of the status of this pack until the fall and wmt&ix wolves were documented at the end of

-51 -



the year, and the 3 pups were thought to havesdviHowever this pack was not
considered a breeding pair in 2009 because oféhthf the alpha female.

Dry Forks
* 6 wolves; breeding pair

* 4 llamas confirmed killed, 2 llamas probable killd@dlama possible killed

History: Newly documented in 2009. This pack occupiesigos of the former Hog
Heaven pack and area around Upper Dry Forks oRl#teead Indian Reservation.

2009 Activities: There are no radio collars in this pack.

Dutch (formerly Whitefish)
» 11 wolves; breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: The Whitefish pack was first documented in 1986 formerly occupied a territory
north of Whitefish Lake. In 2001, the Whitefishcgacrossed the Whitefish Range to the
east and established a new territory in the Nodttk [Flathead River drainage, displacing the
former South Camas pack. The Whitefish pack’s hoange is in the North Fork Flathead
River drainage, and spends most of their time wiBNP.

2009 Activities: In April NW410M'’s 2 year old collar malfunctioneshd was shed early.
Wolf NW411M was missing in May. In late Octoben, Alberta, Canada game warden
reported that male wolf NW411 had been harvestest wfeCalgary. This is a dispersal of
about 163 miles. In June, a female was capturddited with a gps collar for a trophic
cascades research project in cooperation with @r&gate University and Glacier National
Park (see research section). By November shepaatently dispersed to the McDonald
Creek area within the park and is traveling witht2er wolves. On 11/9 a pup was captured
and radio collared. The pup was traveling by ftdal/s before and after the capture and was
very small for his age. He was found dead 1 maftdr capture. A preliminary necropsy
report confirmed the pup was in poor condition.isTgack has 1 collar at the end of the year.

Elevation Mountain
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
* 1 heifer confirmed killed

History: First documented in 2006. Its territory is ie Barnett Mountains.

2009 Activities: In early 2009, there were three wolves in thev&ien Mountain pack. In
the spring, one of the 3 wolves disappeared (aollared black wolf) and the other 2 bred
and had a litter of 3 pups on private property veésiielmville. FWP and the Blackfoot
Challenge hired a range rider (see research sg¢ttiomork in the valley during the summer
months. Because this pack denned and spent coalsieléime around livestock, they were
one of the primary focuses of this project. Thierispent considerable time during the
spring, summer, and early fall monitoring the moeets of this pack and patrolling cattle in
the area. No problems were reported until earlgdder, a couple months after the rider
program ended, when the pack was confirmed to kidlee a heifer on private property.
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Because of the depredation history of this padih laiensity of livestock and high potential
for further problems, MFWP authorized the removighes pack. Two wolves (the alpha
male and 1 female pup) were removed shortly themeahd no further conflicts were
reported. The collared alpha female and 2 pups st present at the end of the year.

Ferry Basin
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair

* no confirmed depredations
History: First documented in 2009. Its territory is oa fHathead Indian Reservation.

2009 Activities: This pack has never had a radio collar.

Fishtrap
* 8 wolves; breeding pair

* no confirmed depredations

History: First documented in 2000. Its territory is irdaround the Thompson River,
McGuiness Creek, and Fishtrap Creek drainages.

2009 Activities: In April, a young adult female wolf carcass wasrfd. The cause of death
is unknown. Wolf 270 was located consistently lom perimeter of the home range during
the pup rearing season. By fall he began to Idae&ishtrap pack and by October was
located 20 miles outside of the Fishtrap home rardgeis estimated at 11-12 years of age.
His collar is over 7 years old and still functiogiat the end of the year. This pack has one
radio collar remaining.

Firefighter
* 6 wolves; breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
* 1 wolf harvested

History: First documented in 2008. Its territory is oa #ast side of Hungry Horse
Reservoir.

2008 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottaldenduct more than a
few days of field work in this area and presencs e@firmed. Pups were documented by
US Forest Service crews. This pack is not collared

Flathead Alps
» ? wolves; not a breeding pair

* no confirmed depredations
» 2 wolves harvested

History: Discovered in 2006. The home range is locatederBob Marshall Wilderness
Area in the White and South Fork Flathead Riveméges.

2009 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottalidenduct any survey
work in this area. It is not known if this paclpreduced in 2009. In June, MFWP bear
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biologists trapping grizzly bears for researchha $outh Fork Flathead incidentally captured
a lactating female wolf. That was about 12 mitesrf the previous year’'s den area and
therefore is not known if she is the breeding fenwdlthe Flathead Alps pack or a new pack.
This pack has never been collared.

Great Bear
* 7 wolves; breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
* 1 wolf harvested

History: The Great Bear pack was first discovered as apsmin 2003 after wolf 271
dispersed from the Spotted Bear pack and pairedamother wolf of unknown origin. This
pack’s territory is along the Middle Fork of theaffiead River and tributaries within the
Great Bear Wilderness.

2009 Activities: Two attempts were made to collar this pack wigpa ARGOS collar for
patch occupancy modeling research in cooperatitimtive University of Montana (see
research section) in June. Both attempts wereagessful. This pack is no longer collared.

Great Northern
* ?wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
* 2 wolves harvested

History: Newly documented in 2009. Its home range ishenwest side of the Middle Fork
Flathead River drainage.

2009 Activities: This pack has been suspected since 2008. In@@38nce was verified as
well as reproduction. Itis not known how many lélar pups existed at the end of the year.
This pack is not collared.

Irvine
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: New in 2009. Their territory is in the Salish Mdains west of Flathead Lake on
the Flathead Indian Reservation.

2009 Activities: There are no radio collars in this pack.

Kintla
* 8 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
* 1 wolf harvested

History: The Kintla pack was first documented as a pa@00 in the old North Camas
territory. The North Camas pack had previoushsed from 1990 to 1996 and then fell
apart as the neighboring South Camas pack grew mimals in 1997. From 1997 to 1999,

-54 -



South Camas appeared to be the only pack in tlaeusatd 2000, when the Kintla pack
established itself in the old North Camas territ(ege Whitefish pack summary for
additional information). The Kintla pack’s homege is in the North Fork Flathead River
drainage, and spends most of their time within GNP.

2009 Activities: MFWP bear biologists trapping grizzly bears fesearch captured an adult
male wolf. That wolf was fit with a gps collar fartrophic cascades research project in
cooperation with Oregon State University and Glakiational Park (see research section).
That wolf was harvested in this year’s hunting seasThree other wolves were found
illegally killed. The shooter of two of those welrwas captured, convicted, and sentenced
to pay a fine and retribution. One radio collanans in this pack at the end of the ear.

Kootenai South
* 6 wolves; breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
» 2 wolves harvested

History: Since 2005 the former Kootenai pack now consitee Kootenai North and
Kootenai South packs through either the mechanafrdspersal or pack splitting. The
Kootenai South pack occupies a territory mainlytsaif the U.S./Canadian border and west
of Koocanusa Reservoir, while the Kootenai Nortbkpaccupies a territory mainly north of
the border.

2009 Activities: In the spring there was a period of regular aglivity in and around
ranches and houses in the West Kootenai. At itimat there were reports of wolves circling
a foal and 3 dead or missing calves. No dead sawald be verified. The higher rate of
activity this year is attributed to a new den ngarlbhe den was documented on the north
end of the pack territory and indicating that pmrd of the former territory have now been
occupied by 2 packs over the last 2 years. Theratbwly identified pack is the Thirsty
pack. In early May, a young adult female wolf eeswas found and is under investigation.
The Kootenai South pack does not have a radiorcolla

Ksanka
* 5 wolves; breeding pair
* 1 sheep confirmed killed
* 1 wolf harvested

History: Ksanka was first documented in 2006 with thealrscy of dispersing wolf 263
from the Kintla pack. This pack is east and soashef Eureka.

2009 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottaldenduct more than 1
day of field work in this area. A sheep was killeda wolf/wolves in a private pasture.
While investigating a commotion, the property owsleot a wolf after it had approached him
and his dog too closely. Wolf NW199M, missing €ri2/10/2007, was harvested in the
Gold Creek area on the west side of KoocanusasBi@olumbia, Canada on 12/16/2009.
This is a dispersal distance of ~ 24 miles. Thikpa not radio collared.
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Landers Fork
* 5 wolves; not a breeding pair
* 4 sheep confirmed killed

History: New in 2009. lIts territory is east of Lincoln.

2009 Activities: Four sheep were killed in the Landers Fork aees ef Lincoln in late
summer and it was unknown what wolf or wolves wewelved at the time. During the
winter and into early 2010 Forest Service persodneumented 5 gray wolves consistently
using the area.

Lazy Creek
» 10 wolves; breeding pair

* no confirmed depredations
* 1 wolf harvested

History: The Lazy Creek pack was first discovered as dynsmed pair in 2001. This

pack filled the vacant territory left by the Whis# pack when it crossed the Whitefish range
to the east and displaced the South Camas pad)Oih ZTheir territory is north of Whitefish
Lake.

2009 Activities: A 2 year old male wolf was captured and fittethve gps ARGOS radio
collar for patch occupancy modeling research irpeoation with the University of Montana
(see research section). This pack has 2 radiarsoll

Livermore
» 2 wolves; not a breeding pair
» 10 confirmed cattle killed, 4 probable calves klll& calf injured; 24 wolves removed by
WS

History: First documented in 2005 and its home range erBthckfeet Reservation.

2009 Activities: This pack did not have a radio collar at the endG8f8. During 2009,
Blackfeet Wildlife Program staff and WS confirmédt wolves killed 10 calves/yearlings,
identified 4 probable calves killed by wolves, amhfirmed 1 calf as injured by wolves.
Lethal control efforts occurred throughout the pdri Blackfeet Wildlife Program staff and
WS collared two wolves at the start of the firshitoned depredations in 2009. At the end
of 2009 one collar remained in the pack.

Lydia
» ? wolves; not a breeding pair
» 2 calves confirmed killed, 2 calves confirmed iy 5 wolves removed by WS

History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Thetittay is south of Eureka.

2009 Activities: In July, an adult male was captured and fitteith @igps ARGOS collar for
patch occupancy modeling research in cooperatitimtive University of Montana (see

research section). The cattle depredation incgdeoturred in September and a total of 5
wolves were killed. Three other mortalities welsoadocumented. In late September, an
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adult male was found dead. On October 10, two @®ivere discovered dead that had been
electrocuted by a low hanging power line. A snad fallen on the line and stretched it to
1.5 feet above the ground. Over an approximateékvwperiod the wolves along with 4 bear,
2 deer, 1 coyote, and 1 turkey vulture had bedediby the power line. By the end of
November the newly collared male had dispersed tlmrlLydia pack territory and was
spending time about 64 miles south around the sonitend of the Cabinet Mountains. By
December 31, he was still dispersing, and was éacabrth about 26 miles north of the
US/Canada border, and 50 miles northwest of Boripens/, ID. Reproduction was
confirmed, but the number of pups that surviveth®end of the year could not be
determined. There are no longer any radio coilatkis pack.

Marias
* 6 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: This pack was first documented in 2005 and o@sipn area around the Marias
Pass area.

2009 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottalidlenduct any specific
survey work in this area. Two MFWP fish biologidtscumented a minimum of 6 wolves.
This pack has never been collared.

McDonald
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: New pack in 2009. This new pack formed latehmyear. Its territory is not fully
known yet, but appears to include the McDonald Kegea of Glacier National Park.

2009 Activities: An adult female wolf dispersed from the DutchlpacNovember, quickly
localized in the McDonald Creek area of Glacieridlal Park. She has been observed with
2 other wolves. There is 1 collar in this packhat end of the year.

McKay
* ?wolves; not a breeding pair

* no confirmed depredations
History: This pack was first documented in 2008. Thiskpazcupies an area east of Noxon.

2009 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottaldenduct more than a
few days of field work in this area. Wolf preseneas verified, but numbers could not be
determined. This pack has never been radio cdllare

Mineral Mountain
* atleast 9 wolves; breeding pair
* 1 calf confirmed injured

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is ie ttower Clark Fork near St. Regis.
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2009 Activities: In early 2009 there were believed to be nine weolinehe Mineral Mountain
pack. Both collared wolves NW233F and 326F wereeand still being monitored at the
end of 2009. In February FWP took some photokisfgack from the air and by studying
the photos noticed that there was an unknown g/ivthe pack wearing a radio-collar.
Both the other radio-collars in the pack were acklwolves. On the next monitoring flight
in March FWP listened for all missing collared graglves and determined the unknown
wolf to be B279M, an adult wolf that was collaregdIDFG biologists in the mountains
northeast of Boise, Idaho in May of 2006. The wadis a member of the Timberline pack at
that time but then disappeared in September ofsgrae year. His whereabouts were
unknown until he was found in northwest Montana,G-aB miles from his natal pack. FWP
monitored this wolf until July when the collar went mortality mode. The collar was
retrieved but no carcass was found and it wascditfto determine whether the collar had
been cut (illegal mortality) or had simply torn aiatlen off. In October a livestock producer
found an injured calf when he pulled all his livat off his allotment in the Mineral
Mountain pack’s territory. WS confirmed the injuag wolf caused but since the livestock
were removed from the area no lethal control oezlrrAt the end of the year, 5 adults and
four pups were believed to be in this pack. A gadylt wolf was seen during a monitoring
flight in December and may have been B279M, astheare no other gray adult wolves
documented with this pack besides him earlier enyibar.

Mitchell Mountain
* 2 wolves; not a breeding pair
» 1 guard dog confirmed killed, 2 guard dogs confidnmgured, 1 goat confirmed killed, 3
sheep confirmed killed; 7 wolves killed by WS

History: First documented in 2008. Its territory is narést of Helena and is primarily
private land.

2009 Activities: Wolf-livestock conflicts for this pack have ocoed primarily in the spring
and fall in both 2008 and 2009. This year, livektlmsses occurred in March, October, and
December. Seven wolves were killed. At the end08f9, one of the two wolves remaining
is collared.

Monitor Mountain
* 5 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
* 3 wolves harvested

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is nedbt of Lincoln on the East Front and
the Scapegoat Wilderness.

2009 Activities: One wolf was illegally harvested after the wedfason closed. At the end of
20009 this pack had one radio collar.
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Mullan
* 6 wolves; breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
» 3 wolves harvested

History: The Mullan pack was first documented in 2008 israltransboundary pack
between Montana and Idaho. In 2008 it was beli¢latithey denned or spent most of their
time in Idaho and was therefore counted in the ddabpulation. Its territory is north of 1-90
along the Montana/ldaho border.

2009 Activities: The Mullan pack appeared to den and spend mats tine in Montana in
2009 and therefore is counted towards the Montapalption. We had extensive efforts to
trap and collar this pack, but all attempts wersuagessful. There is 1 collar in this pack at
the end of the year.

Murphy Lake
* 5 wolves; breeding pair

* no confirmed depredations
* 1 wolf harvested

History: The Murphy Lake pack was first documented 16 yego in 1991. This pack had
confirmed depredations in only 2 of the last 16rged heir territory is between Whitefish
and Eureka.

2009 Activities: This pack was not collared in the beginning efyiear. In early August,

two injured cows and three dead calves were rep@adepotential wolf damage. WS was not
able to confirm the damage as wolf-caused. WSitaaugadult female and placed a radio
collar back in the pack. In late July, a pup wastglegally.

Nevada Creek
* 0 wolves; not a breeding pair
* 4 calves confirmed killed; 1 calf probable killgghck removed

History: New in 2009 in an area north of Avon.

2009 Activities: A new pair of wolves formed in the Nevada Creedaanorth of Avon in
spring 2009. WS trapped and collared the adulenmaMay. The pair appeared localized in
the late spring but no pups were documented Unsilgack starting depredating livestock in
October. Four calves were confirmed killed by ek and 1 dead calf was deemed
probable. MFWP authorized the removal of this pao#f both adults and four pups were
removed.

Ninemile
» 10 wolves; breeding pair
* 1 calfinjured, 1 calf probable killed

History: The Ninemile pack has inhabited the Ninemile drgenaorthwest of Missoula
since 1990.

-59 -



2009 Activities: In early 2009 at least five wolves were beliet@the in the Ninemile pack: 3
adults, and 2 pups. MFWP monitored the pack tHmoug2009 via a yearling male that was
collared in 2008. In April, WS confirmed a calfchibeen injured by wolves in the upper
Ninemile. A second calf was missing and was preslieprobable wolf depredation. In
response WS collared an adult gray male. No fugth&blems were reported. However, this
collared wolf was never located again after relead®e Ninemile pack consisted of 3 adults
and 7 pups at the end of 2009.

Nyack
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair

* no confirmed depredations

History: This pack was first documented after discoveartispersing collared wolf from
the Halfway pack in 2006.

2009 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottaldenduct surveys in this
area. Glacier National Park biologists were ableetord a minimum of 2 adults and 1 pup.
This pack is no longer radio collared.

Ovando Mtn
* 6 wolves; breeding pair
e 2 calves confirmed killed

History: New pack in 2009.

2009 Activities: At the end of 2008 a GPS collared adult male \{WW346M, part of a
University of Montana research project) from thpdPipack dispersed from the Swan Valley
into the Blackfoot Valley just north of Ovando. NBA6M was located with 2 other wolves

in early 2009. He paired with a female and theynéel and raised a litter of 4 pups. After
May, both the GPS and VHF portion of the radio-@ofhiled, leaving no working collars by
which to monitor this pack. MFWP and the Blackf@itallenge hired a range rider (see
research section) to work in the valley duringgshenmer months. Cattle were grazed during
the summer months close to where this pack denmédagésed their pups and so this pack
was one of the primary focuses of the range ridajept. Despite the lack of collar, the rider
was able to monitor the pack’s activity through shkenmer months and spent considerable
time patrolling cattle in the area as well. Inlg&eptember, WS confirmed 2 calves killed
on private property. FWP and the Blackfoot Chakeresponded by hanging fladry around
an adjacent pasture, the range rider stepped ugariag efforts, and WS attempted to trap
and collar a member of this pack since there wasmger a functioning radio collar. No
wolves were caught and no further problems wererted. The Ovando Mountain pack
consisted of 2 adults and 4 pups at the end ojehe

Piper (formerly Squeezer)
* 6 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Thetittay is in the Swan Valley.
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2009 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottalilenduct surveys in this
area. There is 1 radio collar in this pack.

Pistol Creek
* 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: Newly documented in 2009 on the Flathead Reservabuthwest of Ravalli.

2009 Activities: There are no radio collars in this pack.

Pulpit Mountain
* 6 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Thetittay is east of Troy and
northwest of Libby.

2009 Activity: MFWP efforts to trap and place a collar in théglpwere unsuccessful. In
mid-June, a pup was found dead of unknown causes.

Quartz Creek
» atleast 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
* 2 wolves harvested

History: New pack in 2009 but likely present since 2008.territory is in the Lower Clark
Fork near Lozeau.

2009 Activities: In 2008 we found wolf activity in the Meadow Ckesnd Quartz Creek
areas near Lozeau. It was thought at the timeitthaats likely the Bitterroot Range pack
using that area. However further investigatioreeded this was a separate pack from the
Bitterroot Range pack. Five —six wolves were réggobseen in the Meadow Creek area
during the summer. MFWP followed up and confirr@galips and trapped and radio-
collared one of the pups. The collar had to belpddo allow for growth, since the pup was
only ~45 Ibs at the time of capture. Within a moniie foam had been torn or fallen off and
the pup slipped the collar. During the fall 2 wedwvere harvested out of this pack: an adult
male and a male pup (not the one that had beeared)l We estimated at least 2 adults and
1 pup in this pack at the end of the year.

Quintonkon

* 5 wolves; breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: New in 2009. This pack was newly formed in 2@@@r a female wolf dispersed
from the Spotted Bear pack (18 miles) and matel aitnale wolf of unknown origins. The
packs territory is east of Swan Lake.
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2009 Activities: We verified reproduction from the ground, whileather data was
collected during regular monitoring flights. Thesel collar in this pack at the end of the
year.

Red Shale
* 4 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported
» 2 wolves harvested

History: The Red Shale pack (historically referred to aseG Park or Sun River) was first
documented as a pair in 2000 and was believedvie Ihad continuous tenure in the North
Fork of the Sun River (east side of the Bob Mailshéd¢lerness) ever since.

2009 Activities: During 2009 the collared wolf dispersed to Idaind was shot legally by a
livestock owner defending cattle. Backcountry élavs continued submitting reports of wolf
sightings and sign throughout the summer into &le During winter game counts an
MFWP biologist observed 4 wolves in the North Fofikhe Sun. At the end of 2009 this
pack remained uncollared.

Salish
* 0 wolves; not a breeding pair
» 4 calves confirmed killed; 3 calves probable kijlédvolves (entire pack) killed

History: New in 2007. Their territory was in the Salislodmtains west of Flathead Lake.

2009 Activities: This pack began depredating in 2007, continueslitfh 2008 and into
2009. This year four calves were confirmed kilkedl 2 calves were probable killed by
wolves during the first half of March after wolviesgan frequenting and patrolling a calving
area. The entire pack, 7 wolves, was removedrasudt of that 3 year history. The pack no
longer exists.

Satire (formerly Meadow Peak)
» ? wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Thetittay is north of Thompson
Chain of Lakes.

2009 Activity: Wolf NW216F has been missing since February.aBse of increased
workloads, we were not able to conduct surveysimdrea. A pup was killed by a vehicle
on the edge of the Satire territory border. Thaskpis no longer radio collared.

Slow
* 9 wolves; breeding pair
» 1 calf confirmed killed and 2 calves probable kille

History: First documented in 2008 on the Flathead Reservagar Dixon.
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2009 Activities:. CSKT and WS trapped 2 pups from this pack dutiregsummer of 2009
and radio-collared one. They occupy territory ferty held by the Hewolf pack which was
removed in 2007 and 2008.

Silcox
* 5 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations
» 2 wolves harvested

History: New in 2009. Its territory is near Thompson Falls.

2009 Activities: We had three attempts to trap and radio cdtligrgack, all of which failed.
We were, however, able to determine pack numbeatseproductive status. This pack is not
collared.

Slver Lake
* 13 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007. This pack’s territstyaddles the MT/ID border near
Haugan, west of DeBorgia.

2009 Activities: The Silver Lake pack is a MT/ID border pack araswhought to have
denned in Idaho in 2008 and therefore countedahddestimates that year. In 2009 there
were numerous reports of wolf activity south of gan and a MFWP biologist saw 1 black
pup in that area, confirming the pack had reprodwsel likely denned on the Montana side.
MFWP trapped and collared a yearling female in Betand a flight in December revealed
13 black wolves in this pack. We were unable teeain from the air if any of the 13
wolves spotted were pups so breeding pair statubipack is unknown.

Sxmile
* 5 wolves; not a breeding pair
» 3 calves confirmed killed

History: New in 2009. lIts territory is north of Avon.

2009 Activities: This new pack of wolves was documented in therAValley, south of the
Nevada Creek pack’s territory, after that packtsthkilling livestock. A calf was confirmed
killed by this pack in March and WS tried to traplacollar a wolf at that time but efforts
were unsuccessful. Two more calves were confirkiléztl by this pack in November and
MFWP authorized WS to kill 1 wolf and collar 1 wolEfforts to find this pack were again
unsuccessful. There were 5 wolves estimated sngack at the end of the year.

Smoky
* 4 wolves; breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
* 1 wolf harvested
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History: First documented in 2009. Its territory is nasfrColumbia Falls.

2009 Activities: This pack was discovered by MFWP bear biolodrsisping grizzly bears
and running cameras on their traps. Wolves wengirog into traps regularly, and a pup was
captured in a culvert trap in early September.sThbelieved to be the first time a wolf has
been captured in a culvert trap. That pup wastoall to be collared and was released after
taking routine samples and measurements. Thislpaskever been radio collared.

Solomon Mountain
* ?wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations

History: This pack was documented in 2007 after radio cedlddaho wolf B296 dispersed
from the Boundary pack (Idaho panhandle) into énesa. Their territory straddles the
MT/ID border between the Moyie and Yaak Rivers.

2009 Activities: The only radio collared wolf has been missimgsiearly 2008. Because of
increased workloads, we were not able to condugtss in this area. This pack is no
longer radio collared.

Spotted Bear
* 8 wolves; not a breeding pair
* no confirmed depredations
* 1 wolf harvested

History: A Murphy Lake female wolf dispersed to the Bittext Valley and mated with a
male wolf of unknown origin forming the Bass Crgxlck in 1998. The Bass Creek pack
was involved in cattle depredations in June 19B8e entire pack (2 adults and 8 pups) was
removed from the wild and held at a facility in MaC Idaho. The alpha male died in a
handling accident while in captivity. Three pupsddof canine parvovirus in captivity. The
alpha female and surviving pups were translocaiediolding pen in the Spotted Bear area
in December 1999. The pen was intended to holgale& for several days to allow
acclimation to the new area, and prevent the paxck plitting and dispersing from the area.
The first night in the pen, male wolf 117 from tRkeasant Valley Pack, translocated to the
same area almost a year previous, was hanging@tbarpen. The Bass Creek pack was
released the next day and joined with the formeagdnt Valley male wolf. The new group
established a territory in the South Fork of thatlk¢éad and became the Spotted Bear pack.

2009 Activities: All monitoring activities were conducted durirgutine telemetry flights.
There is 1 radio collar in this pack.

Superior
* atleast 6 wolves; breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2005. Its territory is souttsaperior in the Lower Clark
Fork.
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2009 Activities: In early 2009, seven wolves (three adults, foyss) were believed to be in
the Superior pack. In March an adult black mals tiaand killed by a car on 1-90. The
collared alpha male and alpha female both continodd monitored throughout 2009. The
alpha female has a GPS collar as part of a Uniyes§iMontana study (see research section)
and although the VHF signal continues to functibie, GPS portion of the collar failed. The
pack localized during the denning season but ne ptgre documented until the end of the
year. In the fall a landowner reported wolves aggrinto his horse pasture and chewing on
his irrigation hoses. This same problem had beenmented to occur on the neighbor’s
property in prior years. In response MFWP hundrffaaround the pasture. At least 6
wolves were thought to be in this pack at the erti@year: 4 adults and 2 pups.

Tallulah
* 5 wolves; not a breeding pair
e lcalf confirmed killed, 1 cow confirmed injuredcalf confirmed injured, 3 wolves
lethally removed

History: New in 2008. This pack occupies an area nortdigfway 2 around Lost Prairie
and Pleasant Valley.

2009 Activities: Depredations began in 2007 and continued in 2@08 early July to late
August. Three wolves were removed as a resultA@yust 27, the breeding female, and the
only radio collared wolf in the pack was hit antldd by a car on Hwy 2 near McGregor
Lake. This pack is no longer radio collared.

Thirsty
* 5 wolves; breeding pair

* no confirmed depredations

History: The Thirsty pack is newly documented in 2009,veas$ possibly mistaken for the
Kootenai South pack last year. Its territory istvaf Koocanusa Reservoir.

2009 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottaldenduct more than a
few days of survey in this area. We discovereg@&ddoups near the denning area. The
cause of death is unknown. This pack has never taeko collared.

Twighlight
* 4 wolves; no a breeding pair
* No confirmed depredations
* 1 wolf harvested

History: First documented in 2008. This pack is transidamy pack with ID and occupies
an area south of Troy.

2009 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottaldenduct more than a
few days of survey in this area. One wolf was bated in the hunting season. This pack
has never been collared.
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Wolf Prairie
* ?wolves; not a breeding pair
* unknown depredations

History: The Wolf Prairie pack was first documented in£0&fter receiving livestock
depredation complaints. Its territory is northwelsPleasant Valley.

2009 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottaldenduct more than a
few days of survey in this area. We still get mpof wolves in this area. This pack is no
longer radio collared.

Verified Border Packs Counting in the Idaho Populaion Estimate (Table 3 in Appendix 3)

Fish Creek

History: The Fish Creek pack was first documented in 20@lisbelieved to have had a
continuous tenure since then.

2009 Activities: The Fish Creek pack has increasingly shifteteitstory into ID but still
uses parts of the Fish Creek drainage in Mont&ee Idaho 2009 annual report for more
information on this pack.

Verified Border Packs in Canada that Do Not Countm the Montana Population Estimate

Kootenai North
* ?wolves
* no confirmed depredations on the U.S. side of tireldr

History: Kootenai North formed from the former Kootenatkas a product of either pack
splitting (into Kootenai North and Kootenai Soutin)of dispersal. The former Kootenai
pack was a transboundary pack that has dennedrbGtinada and the US. The Kootenai
North pack occupies a territory mainly north of thé./Canadian border and west of
Koocanusa Reservoir, while the Kootenai South geckared wolf 329) occupies a territory
mainly south of the border and west of KoocanusseRm®ir.

2009 Activities: Last year the pack reared pups on the US sitleedforder during at least
part of the pup rearing season. Because thisigagilonger collared and increased
workloads, we were not able to conduct more thiewedays of survey in this area.

Spruce Creek

* ?wolves
* no confirmed depredations on the U.S. side of tireldr

History: This pack was first documented as a new pack@® Bnd spends most if it's time
in the North Fork River drainage, Canada. Thikgsas been monitored irregularly and
opportunistically since then because it spends wiast time in Canada.

2009 Activities: Because this pack is no longer collared and as=é workloads, we were
not able to conduct more than a few days of sunvélis area.
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Miscellaneous / Lone Individuals in Wolf Managementnit 1

270: An adult wolf, 11-12 year old, was originally mokd 2002 as a member of the Fishtrap
pack. In 2009, he seemed to be unassociated atrest of the pack during the pup rearing
season and spent much of the time on the outenptat of the pack’s home range. By the end
of the year he had left the pack completely.

NW5S35F and NW179M: dispersed from the Cilly and Piper packs respelstiyeined, and are
occupying an area adjacent to their natal packs.

NW420M: A wolf was radio collared in the Heart Butte ardaew a coyote trapper on the
Blackfeet Reservation incidentally caught it in 800 still seems to be a lone wolf. The
Blackfeet Tribe is monitoring wolves in this area.

NW526M: In September an adult male in the Lydia pack eggtured and fitted with a GPS
ARGOS collar for patch occupancy modeling researcooperation with the University of
Montana (see research section). By November helispérsed from the pack to the southern
end of the Cabinet Mountains about 64 miles tosthegheast. He then shifted directions and
headed north and by the end of the year he wasmada 25 miles north of the US/Canada
border or 50 miles north of Bonners Ferry, ID.

An uncollared pair of wolves was documented inKkep Cool Creek area north of Lincoln at
the end of 2009.

Three uncollared wolves were confirmed using trecBioot Clearwater Wildlife Management
Area in the Blackfoot Valley during the winter.

In April an adult gray male wolf was hit and killeg a vehicle near Lubrecht in the Blackfoot
Valley.

One ewe was confirmed killed by wolves in the Qaffgeek area east of Drummond in June. It
is unknown what wolf or wolves were involved.

Suspected Packs in Wolf Management Unit 1

Rimini Area: FWP still receives reports of wolves and wolf signhe Rimini area southwest of
Helena. A photo was submitted of a black wolf hat Highway 12 on Priest Pass. Poor
tracking conditions prohibited the verificationather wolf activity before the end of 2009.

Chief Mountain Area (Blackfoot Reservation): Wolves were reported as being seen on the
Blackfoot Reservation. No depredations were reygbirt the area. The wolves are thought to
possibly be denning and spending the majority eftitme in Canada.
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Potomac: There have been numerous sightings in the GMuoantains south of Potomac and
tracks have been documented in the area. It isawmk whether this is a new pack or dispersing
animals passing through.

Evaro: There have been several reports north of Missaulae Wye and Evaro areas of wolves
on both the east and west side of the highway.s&tix of tracks were reported in early January
2010 between LaValle Creek and Evaro Hill.

There are several other areas of interest in Na@shwWlontana where we get reports or have
documented sign, but information may not be sigaiit enough to suspect actual pack activity.
These areas remain of interest and will be schddolesurvey in the 2010 field season. Some
of these areas include: the lower Clark Fork Riteil River, upper Little Bitterroot River,
Good Creek, Wigwam River, Danaher Creek, and postaf the Middle Fork Flathead in
Glacier National Park.

Wolf Management Unit 2, Western Montana
Overview

In 2009, we documented a minimum of 110 wolves2h@acks in the Wolf Management Unit

2 (the Montana portion of the Central Idaho Expernital Area). This about the same number as
existed at the end of 2008. There were 4 newlgtitied packs in 2009. Some of these packs
are believed to be first year packs and some leedylto have existed the previous year.

Previously verified packs that still existed in 200ere the Brooks Creek, Divide Creek, East
Fork Rock Creek, Flint Creek, Grasshopper, Horsérier Lake Como, Pintler, Miner Lakes, Mt
Haggin, Painted Rocks, Ram Mountain, Sula, TradeRr Trapper Peak, and Welcome Creek
packs. Newly documented packs in 2009 include®#reder, Gird Point, Middle Creek, and
Table Mountain packs. The Big Hole Pack is couimettie Montana population in 2009 but had
denned in ID and counted in the ID population i020 The Battlefield, Grasshopper, McVey,
and Middle Creek packs were removed in 2009 duieestock depredations. The Feely and
East Fork Bitterroot packs appeared to disbandiserd believed to no longer exist by the end
of the year.

The Black Canyon and Hughes Creek packs (ID/MT @&opacks) denned and spent the
majority of their time in ID in 2009 and will theigre count in the ID population estimate.

During 2009, 13 (65%) of 20 verified packs were itaned using ground and aerial telemetry at
some point during the year. At the end of 20085%) of 20 verified packs were being
monitored using ground and aerial telemetry. Eeintwolves in 10 packs were captured and
radio collared in WMU 2 in 2009. Five wolves weaglio collared during MFWP trapping
efforts and 7 were radio collared by WS. Radidazetl wolves were located 1- 2 times per
month by fixed-wing aircraft when possible.

-68 -



Eleven of 20 packs monitored in WMU 2 straddledNiE1D border and were counted in the
MT population and monitored by MFWP primarily: a@efield, Big Hole, Brooks Creek,
Horse Prairie, Lake Como, Miner Lakes, Middle Crdekinted Rocks, Sula, Trail Creek, and
Watchtower packs. The Battlefield, Brooks Creetrdé Prairie, Middle Creek, Miner Lakes
and Trail Creek packs have been verified to spend on the ID side of the border. The others
were only suspected to spend time in ID, basedroximity of sightings or telemetry locations.
Because these 11 packs denned in Montana, or werenkto have spent most of their time in
Montana, they were counted as Montana packs f08.200

MFWP conducts most of the monitoring of these packdose coordination with IDFG and the
NPT. The Hughes Creek and Middle Creek packs spest of their time in ID and were
monitored primarily by IDFG.

Reproduction was confirmed in 12 packs: Bender,HBig, Divide Creek, Grasshopper, Horse
Prairie, McVey Creek, Middle Creek, Miner Lakesjrfead Rocks, Trapper Peak, Trail Creek,
and Welcome Creek packs. Although pups were donteden the Grasshopper, McVey Creek,
Middle Creek, Miner Lakes, Big Hole packs theinsual either could not be confirmed at the
end of 2009 or pups were known to have died foiouarreasons. For the remaining 7 packs, a
minimum of 24 pups were produced and 5 packs Di@deek, Painted Rocks, Horse Prairie,
Trail Creek and Welcome Creek met the breedingreguirement. Reproductive status of the
Battlefield, Brooks Creek, East Fork Rock CreektRCreek, Gird Point, Lake Como, Mt
Haggin, Pintler, Ram Mountain, Sula, Table Mountaimd Watchtower packs was unknown.

Four dispersals were documented in 2009. SW18jpedied from the old Sapphire pack and
was located in the lower Big Hole. SW83M dispered the old Sapphire pack and joined
with SW334 from the Trail Creek pack and formediesr Bender pack. B348M of the Big
Hole pack dispersed to the South Fork of Fish Ctedkrm the Cache Creek pack. Two wolves
were missing at the end of the year, and it is omknwhether they dispersed, the collar failed,
or they were killed illegally: SW115F (East ForktBrroot pack) and SW458M (Grasshopper
pack).

Eleven packs were confirmed to have Killed livektocdogs: Big Hole, Battlefield, Flint Creek,
Grasshopper, Horse Prairie, McVey Creek, MiddleeRrdiner Lakes, Pintler, Trapper Peak,
and Welcome Creek. Single or unknown wolves wespansible for killing 6 cattle and 8
sheep. One pack was involved in cattle injury eetipely, although no confirmed death losses
were documented. In total, 43 cattle, 8 sheep 2atholgs were confirmed killed. A total of 36
sheep were killed, 10 sheep were injured injuretiZasheep were probable kills in ID by the
Middle Creek pack (a MT pack). Seven cattle wengficmed injured and O cows and calves
were documented as probable wolf kills. MFWP isisaleout 17 kill permits in 2009.

Eighty two wolf mortalities were documented in 20@€fty one wolves were killed in response
to depredations: 5 were shot by private citizenemtie wolf was seen chasing or attacking
livestock, 1 by WS when the wolf was seen harassattie, and 45 were killed by WS. Five
wolves were killed illegally. One wolf was hit layvehicle. One wolf died of natural causes.
Twenty one were legally harvested in the wolf hagtseason. Three wolves died of unknown
causes. All agency control efforts and legal vinalfvest are precise numbers, while the number
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of mortalities from all other causes is a minimuoniat. Further, these numbers can only be
considered within the context of an overall minimpapulation count that is also known to be a
conservative minimum estimate.

Verified Packs (Table 1c in Appendix 3)

Battlefield
* pack no longer exists
» 12 calves confirmed killed, 2 calves confirmed refl; 4 wolves removed by WS, 1
killed by livestock owner to defend livestock
* Dborder pack with ID; counted in MT in 2009

History: First documented in 2002. Its territory is wesWisdom.

2009 Activities: At the end of beginning of 2009 this pack did have a collar. In March
WS confirmed that wolves killed a calf. The calissdiscovered when a produced legally
killed a wolf that harassing cattle. In early ABNS confirmed that wolves killed 2 calves in
separate incidences and two wolves were killedwBen May and November, WS
confirmed that wolves killed 9 calves and injuredaves. Lethal control efforts occurred
throughout this period. Multiple attempts by MF\W&IRJd WS to place a collar in the pack
were unsuccessful. Lack of a collar made lethatrob efforts more difficult. In late
November, WS collared one wolf. On December 28,RNI&d two wolves. At the end of
2009, the single radio collared wolf remained baswnown to be travelling widely.

Bender
« 3 wolves; 1 radio collar; not a breeding pair
« 1 calf confirmed injured; 1 wolf removed by WS whssen chasing livestock
« 2 wolves harvested

History: This new pack formed in 2009 when one wolf dispdrfrom the Trail Creek pack
and found another wolf that had dispersed fronShapphire pack. Both wolves were radio
collared. lts territory is north of Wisdom.

2009 Activities: The new pair denned in 2009 and a litter waslpeced. A calf was
confirmed injured in late November. While out dpimther work WS killed a wolf that was
seen harassing and chasing livestock on privatk |&uring the 2009 hunting season, 2
wolves were taken, and one was the radio collaithanale.

Big Hole
» atleast 5 wolves; no radio collar; not a breegtiag

* 1 dog killed
* border pack with ID; counted in MT in 2009

History: The Big Hole pack formed when B7 and B11 (reldarel995 as part of the
original reintroduction efforts) paired up in 199B7 and B11 were translocated out of the
Big Hole Valley, Montana twice, in 1996 and 199&fdre settling and establishing a
territory near Lolo Pass, west of Missoula. Thg Bble pack has had a continuous tenure
since 1997.
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2009 Activities: Five wolves were believed to be in the Big Hadelpin early 20009.

Collared male B348M dispersed and paired with aalerm the south fork of Fish Creek,
forming the Cache Creek pack. Collared adult fenl347F was monitored through the
year until October when she was shot in Idaho, helr Pass. It was unknown whether this
was an illegal mortality or a possible woundingsl®m a wolf hunter, since this mortality
occurred when the wolf season was open in Idalioeelother mortalities were documented
from this pack throughout the year: an adult mads Wegally killed in Montana in March, a
yearling male was hit by a car on Highway 12 in Maryd a wolf was harvested from this
pack during the fall. In January this pack kilke@it bull that had been accidentally left
outside at night. During the summer an Idaho Nez&Tribe biologist documented 4 pups
after seeing 1 pup cross Highway 12. The fatde$eé pups is unknown but may very well
comprise at least part of the 5 wolves detectddan_olo Pass area this winter while snow
tracking.

Brooks Creek
» atleast 3 adults; no radio collar; breeding p&itus unknown
* no depredations reported
* border pack with ID; counted in MT in 2009

History: First documented in 2005. Its territory is wekElorence.

2009 Activities: In early 2009, there were thought to be 3 wolveth@Brooks Creek pack.
There were no depredations reported in this paekigory in 2009 but the pack still seemed
to be using their same territory west of FlorenBeproductive status of this pack was
unknown. We estimated a minimum of 3 wolves is fhack at the end of the year.

Divide Creek
» atleast 3 adults, 4 pups; 1 radio collar; breegiaig
* no depredations reported

History: First confirmed in 2006. Its territory is nordst of Darby.

2009 Activities: Seven wolves were believed to be in the Dividee&mpack in early 2009 (5
adults and 2 pups). The pack reproduced agaif(8 and 4 pups were documented from
the air in July. At the end of the year this paekl shifted its territory south and was using
parts of the old East Fork Bitterroot pack’s temyt At least 7 wolves were in this pack at
the end of the year.

East Fork Bitterroot
» pack does not exist
* no depredations confirmed

History: First confirmed in 2006 and its territory wasteafsSula. Pack disbanded or
disappeared in 2009.

2009 Activities: In early 2009 there were 3 adult wolves in thetEark Bitterroot pack. In
early March a houndsman reported 2 of his dogeditly wolves in a drainage in the East
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Fork that this pack was known to frequent. Latekiarch the collared male, SW336M, was
found on mortality. The carcass was fairly intaigtl was sent to the MFWP Bozeman Lab
for necropsy but no cause of death could be foukiter this incident the collared female
and the other uncollared wolf disappeared and havéeen found since. In the spring,
MFWP scouted denning areas used by this pack ipabebut no wolf sign was found. The
Divide Creek pack moved south into this pack’sitery at the end of 2009, providing
further evidence that the East Fork Bitterroot pagkonger exists.

East Fork Rock Creek
» atleast 4 wolves; no radio collar; not a breegtiag
* no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is ie tpper East Fork of Rock Creek.

2009 Activities: In early 2009, this pack was believed to consfi€ wolves. In early May a
local resident photographed 4 gray wolves feedimg cow elk near the Middle Fork of
Rock Creek. Traps were set near the carcassattempt to radio-collar a member of this
pack, but no wolves were caught. Another shoppirag effort was initiated for this pack
during the summer but was hampered by bad weaWverestimated at least 4 wolves in this
pack at the end of the year.

Feeley
« pack does not exist
+  no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2008. Its territory was hestst of Divide.

2009 Activities: A new group of at least 2 wolves was documentdter-leecer Mountain
area in 2008. The Feeley pack remained uncollarréte end of 2008 and occupied a
territory including the MFWP Fleecer Wildlife Marament Area. During 2009 no hunter
reports or public sightings came in. No tracksign were detected by MFWP during field
surveys so MFWP concluded that there was no lopgek activity in the area.

Flint Creek
» atleast 2 wolves; no radio collar; not a breegtiag
» 1 steer confirmed killed
* 1 wolf harvested

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is ie tiorthern Flint Mountain range.

2009 Activities: In early January 2009, a steer calf was killedvoywes on the same
property where losses had occurred the year befdf@VP authorized WS to remove 2
wolves but no wolves were taken. There were nuagereports from hunters in the north
end of the Flints and one wolf was harvested froim pack in the Gold Creek area. At the
end of the year we estimated a minimum of 2 wolrdhis pack.
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Gird Point
» atleast 4 wolves; no radio collar; not a breegtiag
* no depredations reported

History: New in 2009. lIts territory is east of Hamilton.

2009 Activities: Several reports by local residents in the GirdeRrarea confirmed a new pack
in the Bitterroot. This area was the former tergitof the Skalkaho pack that was removed in
2008 due to livestock depredations. WS made ammad attempt in the summer and set traps
around a cattle carcass that a member of this waskieeding on but the wolf was not caught.
This group of at least 4 wolves is likely a paitiwpups but the pups could not be confirmed.

Grasshopper
« pack does not exist

« 5 calves confirmed killed, 3 calves confirmed iy 6 wolves removed by WS

History: First documented in 2007. lIts territory washeg $outh end of the Pioneer
Mountains near Polaris.

2009 Activities: At the end of 2008 the Grasshopper pack wasllamed. In January, WS
confirmed that wolves killed 3 calves and injurednlprivate land in 2 separate incidents.
Losses were also confirmed in May and Decembetot# of 6 wolves were killed during
this period by WS and one wolf had been collarebllay. At the end 2009, the collared
wolf had left the area and was missing, despiteresfioy WS and MFWP to find it. No
wolves remained in the Grasshopper territory aedbrse Prairie pack to the west started
travelling into the area by years end.

Horse Prairie
« 6 wolves; breeding pair
« 2 calves confirmed killed, 1 calf confirmed injurédwolves removed by WS; 1 killed
by private citizen when caught chasing livestock
« border pack with ID; counted in MT in 2009
« 2 wolves harvested

History: First documented in 2008. Its territory is southtn@Dillon on the MT/ID border.

2009 Activities: At the end of 2008 the Horse Prairie pack was dacad. In late January
WS collared a wolf in the pack opportunisticalljp March, a wolf was killed by a livestock
owner when it was seen chasing livestock. Alsklarch, WS confirmed that wolves killed
a calf and 1 wolf was removed by WS. Losses atsniimed in August and December. WS
had removed 2 additional wolves by December arattsfto remove more continued into
2010. Two wolves were harvested in Montana dutfieghunting season.

Lake Como
» atleast 3 wolves; no radio collar; not a breediag
* no depredations reported
* border pack with ID; counted in MT in 2009
* 2 wolves harvested
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History: First documented in 2002. Its territory is soutist of Hamilton.

2009 Activities: Very little is known about this pack through 200Bwvo wolves were harvested
in Montana in the fall. There continued to be mpof sightings in the Lake Como, Roaring
Lion, and Sawtooth drainages. At the end of ther yleere were believed to be at least 3 wolves
in this pack.

McVey Creek
«  pack does not exist

« 7 calves confirmed killed; 11 wolves removed by WS
« 2 wolves harvested

History: First documented in 2008. Its territory was edat/isdom in the west Pioneers.

2009 Activities: At the end of 2008 the McVey pack remained urageli. MFWP began
trapping in the spring of 2009 and verified denraagvity. In June, WS confirmed that
wolves had killed two calves in separate incidems WS collared one wolf from the pack.
In July WS confirmed that wolves killed three caveDuring July WS killed 5 wolves. In
August, WS killed 3 wolves. In September WS conéd that wolves killed 2 calves and 3
wolves were killed. During the 2009 hunting sealsonters legally harvest two wolves from
the McVey pack.

Middle Creek
«  pack does not exist
« 36 sheep confirmed killed in ID, 10 sheep confirnmgdred in ID, 2 sheep probable
killed in ID; 8 wolves removed by WS
« border pack with ID; denned in MT near the MT/IDrdber

History: Pack verified in 2009, but may have started asvapair in 2008. Its territory was
west of Monida Pass.

2009 Activities: Numerous reports of wolf activity were reportadhe fall of 2008. Poor
tracking conditions prohibited verification in tiaenter of 2008/2009. From June 26 to July
22, Idaho WS confirmed that wolves killed 36 sheejyred 10, and determined 2 as
probable kills in 7 different incidents on the Idagide of the border. ID WS killed 8 wolves
(7 in Montana and 1 in ID).

Miner Lakes
« 4 wolves; 1 radio collar; not a breeding pair
« 6 cattle confirmed killed; 8 wolves removed by W illed by producer
« border pack with ID; counted in MT in 2009
« 3 wolves harvested

History: First documented in 2006 when and wolf B191F elispd into the Big Hole from
ID. Itis a border pack shared with ID, and itsitery is west of Jackson.

2009 Activities: In 2009, FWP verified denning activity earlytive year. In May, WS
confirmed that wolves killed 2 yearlings and 3 wadwvere killed. In June, a livestock
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owner legally killed a wolf that was chasing anddsaing cattle. Between October and
December, WS confirmed that wolves killed 4 calvethree separate incidents. Lethal
control efforts during this same period removeddives.

Mt. Haggin
« 3 wolves; no radio collar; not a breeding pair

«  no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007. lIts territory is soattAnaconda, mainly on the MFWP
Mount Haggin Wildlife Management Area.

2009 Activities: In early 2009, there were 3 wolves in the Mt Hagezack. They showed no
signs of having successfully reproduced. Huntersistently reported visuals or tracks of 3
wolves. During 2009, the radio collar was chew#d o

Painted Rocks
» atleast 3 adults, 4 pups; no radio collar; breggiair
* no depredations reported
* border pack; counted in MT in 2009
* 2 wolves harvested

History: First documented in 2001. Its territory straddlee MT/ID border in the upper
West Fork of the Bitterroot near Alta.

2009 Activities: In January, wolf SW20M who was being tracked witis ppack turned up
on mortality in ID. Cause of death was unknowrvesal trapping efforts were initiated for
this pack during the summer but no wolves were loautn August, a hiker photographed 3
adults and 5 pups. In the fall, 2 wolves were bared from this pack, one of which was a
pup. Seven wolves (3 adults, 4 pups) were estinatthis pack at the end of the year.

Pintler
« 10 wolves; no radio collar; not a breeding pair
« 1 calf confirmed killed

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is on soeith side of the Anaconda-Pintler
Wilderness Area.

2009 Activities: Ten wolves including SW217F were believed torbthe Pintler pack at the
end of 2008. However, at the start of 2009, tHeuexd wolf was missing and not detected
the entire year. MFWP trapping efforts to repldwecollar were unsuccessful. MFWP
field surveys and hunter reports in the fall ofuaks or tracks were consistently about 8-10
wolves. On December 3, WS confirmed that wolvdlisdia calf. No wolves were killed
and no other cattle were reported and dead oradjby the end of 20009.

Ram Mountain
» atleast 5 wolves; no radio collar; not a breegtiag
* no depredations reported
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History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is wesPhillipsburg.

2009 Activities: In early 2009, there were believed to be 5 gralves in the Ram Mountain
pack. In the summer, ranchers in the area weratieg agitated cattle and several missing
calves. In July, MFWP initiated a trapping efffot this pack and captured and collared a
yearling female. The wolf was believed to be a fnenof the Ram Mountain pack but
disappeared within a week of capture. Several hwolater this wolf was found with the
Welcome Creek pack to the northwest and has beaiteld with that pack for most of the
rest of the year. It is therefore likely that stees caught during a pre-dispersal foray and
was not associated with the Ram Mountain pack. idimum of 5 wolves were believed to
be in this pack at the end of the year.

at least 5 wolves; not a breeding pair

no depredations reported

* border pack with ID; counted in MT in 2009
» 2 wolves harvested

History: First documented in 2005 though likely preser2004. Its territory is west of
Sula.

2009 Activities: The Sula pack was believed to consist of at leagblSes in early 2009.
Very little was known about this pack during theaybut 2 wolves were harvested during the
fall. There were believed to be a minimum of 5weal in this pack at the end of the year.

Table Mountain

« 5 wolves; no radio collar; not a breeding pair
+  no depredations reported

History: New Pack in 2009. Its territory is at south efdhe Highlands.

2009 Activities: MFWP received a few reports in this area in 20@8vever no activity
could be verified and the old Fleecer pack anchtweer Feeley packs were both known to
cross the Interstate Highway. Numerous reportsalf activity were received in the fall
during the hunting season from the south end oHilgalands. MFWP was able to verify
wolf activity in the fall and early winter.

Trail Creek

e 4 adults, 2 pups; breeding pair

* no depredations reported; 1 wolf killed by privei&zen when seen chasing cattle
» border pack with ID; counted in MT in 2009

* 1 wolf harvested

History: First documented in 2007 though likely preser2006. Its territory is near Chief
Joseph Pass northwest west of Wisdom.

2009 Activities: In early 2008 the Trail Creek pack was believeddnsist of at least 5
wolves. In April, a rancher in the East Fork of @Bitterroot shot an adult female from this
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pack when she was caught chasing cattle. Thewankreported near cattle on several
occasions during the spring and MFWP initiatecapping effort in June and collared the
breeding female with a GPS collar as part of a Brsiy of Montana study (see research
section). A male pup was also caught but was tallgo collar and was released. Three
pups total were seen by MFWP biologists during wagoefforts. The wolves moved to
higher elevations later in the summer and no funtheblems were reported. In the fall a
female pup was harvested from this pack. At treeadrthe year there were 4 adults and 2
pups in this pack.

Trapper Peak
* 6 wolves; 1 radio collar; not a breeding pair

* 1 calf confirmed killed, 1 wolf removed by WS; 1 lvkilled by a private citizen when
seen attacking a dog

History: First documented in 2007 but likely present i0&0

2009 Activities: In early 2009, there were 3 wolves in this paitared alpha female
SW170F, collared alpha male SW361M, and an uneullgray male. The female was
wearing a GPS collar as part of a University of Ko research project (see research
section) but both the GPS and VHF portions of ltacfailed after April. The pack
denned in the spring and was confirmed to havedil calf in May. In response WS
killed the uncollared adult male. In late Augusbeal resident shot the collared male
when he was caught attacking a dog. In fall sévecal landowners reported wolves
close to their ranches and reported seeing 5 pMB3A/P initiated a trapping effort and
collared a black male pup. Monitoring flights ciomfed the reports of 5 pups, which
were seen traveling with the alpha female at tlteadrihe year.

Watchtower
» atleast 6 adults; breeding pair status unknown
* no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2008 but likely present iB20 Its territory is in the upper
Nez Perce drainage up the West Fork of the Bittgrro

2009 Activities: The Watchtower pack was still active in its ugutdrritory through 20009.
In late summer, a Forest Service employee docuréhteolves on the north side of Bare
Cone Lookout. In late November, hunters founddultdéemale wolf in Flat Creek that had
been killed and buried by a mountain lion. Repoihe status of this pack was unknown.
We estimated 6 wolves in this pack at the end efytwar.

Welcome Creek
* 4 adults, 5 pups; 3 radio collars; breeding pair
* 1 dog confirmed killed; 1 dog suspected killed

History: First documented in 2006. Its territory is eafstlorence.

2009 Activities: In early 2009 there were 6 wolves estimated ismphack. A domestic dog
was confirmed killed at a ranch in February andaose the wolves seemed to be frequenting
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the area MFWP hung fladry around their calving past No conflicts with the livestock
occurred but later in the spring another dog wpsented killed at an adjacent residence. The
wolves denned in the spring and MFWP trapped afldred 2 wolves: the lactating alpha
female and a yearling female. The alpha femalefittad with a GPS collar for a University
of Montana research project (see research sectlonduly, FWP collared a yearling female
in the Philipsburg area that was later determindaeta member of the Welcome Creek pack
(see Ram Mountain pack). At the end of the yeao®es were seen traveling together: 4
adults and 5 pups.

Verified Border Packs Counting in Idaho PopulationEstimate (Table 3 in Appendix 3)

Black Canyon: See the 2009 Idaho Annual Report. Historicallg fack as has spent time in
Montana near Lemhi Pass. No activity was deteictddontana in 2009.

Hughes Creek: See 2009 Idaho Annual Report. Historically, thaslpterritory is northeast of
Shoup, ID.

Miscellaneous / Lone Individuals in WoIf Management Unit 2

SW587: SW587 was the last wolf from Battlefield packla end of 2009. She traveled
throughout the west side of the Big Hole Valley,uing around both inside and outside of her
old territory.

SW184: SW184F was last found traveling alone in Copgperek in August 2008 and was
known to have been around the Ross’ Fork areaeiednly fall but had not been for the rest of
2008. She was found traveling in the lower Bigeéatea at the end of 2009.

Smart Creek Area: A calf was confirmed killed in the old Willow Gek pack territory (west of
Phillipsburg) in July and it was unknown what wotfwolves were involved. In August, a
border collie was confirmed killed. Traps and icgllwere attempted on both occasions to try to
kill 1 wolf and collar 1 wolf but no wolves wereund. In early fall, a rancher west of Maxville
reported his cattle coming down off his privateatient. Not long after in late September, a
heifer was confirmed killed in the Smart Creek aréaree gray wolves were seen by the
rancher a couple days later harassing his catdmadMFWP authorized the removal of all 3
wolves and trapped and collared an adult male lfw\wigh the control action. An adult female
and the collared male were killed but the thirdfveoluld not be found. Local landowners
reported tracks of a single wolf in the area infdlkand early winter.

SWAG2F Pair: In early March WS proactively collared a blackntde wolf (SW462F) in the
Hall area. She moved around quite a bit and was wsgth 1 other black wolf, presumably a
male through the spring. She disappeared fordsteaf the year until she was found in early
December in the Rock Creek area. She once againwtta 1 other black wolf, probably this
same male. This pair will be monitored in 201@¢e if they localize, breed and establish a
territory.
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Medicine Lake Area: A group of 3 wolves were documented in the Medidiake area in the
Ross’ Fork of Rock Creek in the fall. One of thes#ves was harvested but the other 2 are
thought to still be in the area.

Suspected Packs in Wolf Management Unit 2

Big Sheep Creek (Tendoy Mountains west of Dell): Landowners and lion hunters in the areas
west of Dell submitted reports of wolf sightingsdaracks at the end of 2009. Poor tracking
conditions made detection difficult for pack vezétion in 2009.

Elk Park/Bernice: Landowners and hunters reported wolf sightingkteacks. On June 24, WS
confirmed a calf was killed by wolves and one @&k a probable wolf kill. Attempts to
identify a pack or collar a wolf were unsuccesgiu2009.

Medicine Lodge Creek (Tendoy Mountains northwest of Dell): Numerous reports were
submitted of wolf sightings in the Medicine Lodgea A landowner also legally shot a wolf
that was chasing and harassing cattle. WS condirome calf as injured by wolves in February
and WS confirmed one calf killed by wolves and hasobable wolf kill in March. In June
sheep were killed in 3 separate incidents and linyased. In July sheep was confirmed as
killed by wolves. Attempts to identify a pack allar a wolf were unsuccessful.

Philipsburg area: MFWP followed up on a report of wolves in thd fadt far from the town of
Philipsburg in the Flints. Old wolf sign was indeeund in the area but it is unknown whether
this is a new pack or the Flint Creek pack.

Roaring Lion: IDFG documented a wolf pack around the Moose laakea just across the
Montana border (southwest of Hamilton) in Idahaut B is unknown whether this pack is
distinct from Lake Comao.

Other Miscellaneous Information in Wolf Management Unit 2

An adult male black wolf was found illegally killegear Sawtooth Creek in the Bitterroot Valley
in early February. The case is under investigation

Two wolves from unknown packs were legally harvéstem the Bitterroot Valley in the fall.
One was in the Robbins Gulch area and the other the Railroad Creek area (Skalkaho
Creek).

Two calves were killed on private land in the Mieldlork of Rock Creek in March. Itis
unknown what wolves were involved.

Jackson area in the Big Hole: A landowner reported a wolf dead in his fielde Jackson area.
MFWP wardens determined it was illegally shot.

Bannock Pass. A wolf was reported as being hit by a car neanibck Pass. MFWP
determined that it was illegally shot and the pensas cited and paid a fine.
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Waddell Creek Pair: A pair of wolves appeared in the Bitterroot Vgleetween the Lake Como
and Trapper Peak territories in late February.alhwas confirmed injured and the wolves
continued to frequent the pasture where calvingavaming. WS collared the adult female and
killed the adult male, because further problemsngekimminent. In mid-April the female’s

collar was on mortality near Lake Como. Thoughdhrass was too decomposed to accurately
determine cause of death, illegal mortality is aspd.

Wolf Management Unit 3, Southwest Montana
Overview

Packs in Wolf Management Unit 3 (southwest Montaoidion of the Greater Yellowstone
Experimental Area) have been documented from Relgj¢do Dillon. Several packs live on the
borders of YNP. Agencies (YNP, MFWP, TESF primgrihonitor these packs through flights
and ground tracking. The location of the den gité e percent area / time in an area
determines where that pack will be tallied in tlopylation estimates. See the respective pack
summaries below.

In 2009, a minimum estimate of 106 wolves in 17fied packs, 9 of which qualified as a
breeding pair. In 2008, MFWP estimated a minimurh3® wolves in 18 packs, 11 of which

met the breeding pair criteria. This represerde@ease of about 23% from 2008 to 2009 in the
minimum number of wolves documented. A higher petage of the WMU 3 wolf population
was removed due to conflicts with livestock in 2@@®npared to 2008. Agency control
combined with hunter harvest mortality were botttdas in the decline.

The number of packs, however, stayed about the sand&l the number of breeding pairs. One
newly documented pack in 2009 survived until the ehthe year (Slip n Slide). Packs that
were verified in 2008 and still existed in 2009:aRnsebud, Buffalo Fork/Slough, Baker
Mountain, Mill Creek, Eagle Creek, Eightmile, LeBeak, Beartrap, Slip n Slide, Horse Creek,
Jack Creek, Cedar Creek, Toadflax, Cougar 2, HeyBlkaick Mountain, and Horn Mountain.

Of the 17 packs left at the end of the year, 9tmebreeding pair criteria. This is a decrease
over 2008 levels.

There was one border pack shared with the ID (Sagmgnificant sheep losses in ID at the U.S.
Sheep Experimental Station were attributed toghisk. It was removed as a result. Two other
border packs are shared with YNP (Cougar2 and Hgyaled are counted in the MT population.

Three packs were eliminated in 2009 due to cosflath livestock either in Montana, Idaho or
both in the case of border packs. They are: &agek, Centennial, and Blacktail3. Of the total
sheep death loss confirmed statewide in 2009 (2t 92% (185 sheep) was attributed to the
Centennial and Blacktail3 packs. The same numbgacks was eliminated WMU 3 in 2008.

Project staff documented the dispersal of seveolles. One wolf dispersed from the Mill

Creek pack in the Paradise Valley in 2008 and vileedkn a control action in Wyoming in
2009. One moved into YNP from Paradise valley amed two females. Another wolf

-80 -



(equipped with a gps ARGOS satellite collar) dispdrfrom the Mill Creek pack and traveled
southward through YNP and into the southern pdrt¥6 by the end of 2008. She was found
dead in Colorado in March of 2009. A collared wiotim Idaho was found dead in the
Eightmile pack territory in Paradise Valley.

The number of collared wolves and the number of watks with at least 1 member radio
collared varies throughout the year as new wolvesallared. Additionally, the total number
changes as collared wolves die, radio collars matfan, or collared wolves disperse and are not
relocated. At the end of 2009, 11 of 17 (65%) efified packs were being monitored using
ground and aerial telemetry. Radio-collared wolvese located 1-2 times per month by fixed-
wing aircraft and ground telemetry.

In 2009, 10 of the total 20 packs that did existra time during the year (50%) were confirmed
to have killed livestock (Table 1b), resulting iretlethal removal of 31 total wolves [3 of which
were killed by private citizens in defense of pnapeither under the applicable federal
experimental rule (10j) or state regulations afielisting]. Three packs (Centennial, Blacktail3,
and Sage Creek) were removed in their entirelytdwdronic conflicts. One of the 31 wolves
controlled was a lone wolf with no pack affiliatiomo wolves were killed under shoot on sight
permits issued to livestock producers, although R¥gRed about 4 kill permits in 2009.

Forty six total mortalities were documented. Thohe wolves were killed to resolve livestock
conflicts, and 9 wolves were harvested by hunt&ur wolves died of unknown causes. One
mangy wolf was euthanized by FWP and 1 illegal aldytwas documented. All wolves killed
in agency control actions or legally harvestedpaeeise numbers, while the number of
mortalities from all other causes is a minimum tM&WP documented. The actual number is
unknown. Further, these numbers can only be appdi@n overall population count that is also
known to be a minimum estimate.

Verified Packs (Table 1b in Appendix 3)

Cougar Creek 1
* 9 wolves; 1 radio collar; breeding pair
* no depredations reported
* border pack with YNP; counted in MT in 2009
» 2 wolves harvested

History: The Cougar Creek Il pack formed in 2006. Three trensi0f the Cougar Creek
pack split off and formed this new pack. The aragiCougar Creek pack’s home range was
mostly inside YNP, and NPS personnel did all thenitaoing. The Cougar Il pack is a border
pack and spends most of the winter outside of YNdPRAWP does most of the monitoring.

2009 Activities: During Montana'’s first wolf-hunting season 2 wolwesre legally harvested
in the territory of Cougar Il. One was an uncathgray adult female and the second was a
collared adult black male (477M) that was origipalbllared by YNP as part of the Cougar
Creek pack. This wolf split with 3 other wolves2006 forming the Cougar Il pack. This
was a non-functioning collar that was last hearBlabruary 2006. Cougar Il spent the
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winter in the Gallatin and was not found in the Néad Valley during 2009 as it had been in
previous years.

Hayden
» 8 wolves; 1 radio collar; breeding pair

* no depredations reported
* border pack with YNP; counted in MT in 2009

History: This pack has historically been an YNP pack. Big tb pack/territory disputes
within YNP, it began spending more time in Montam2008.

2009 Activities:. MFWP looked for the Hayden collar on all monitorilights and it was not
found until October. They were in their normaritery and pups could be distinguished. It
is not known whether the collar works intermittgrdl if they have increased their territory
going south back into YNP.

Horn Mountain
* 8 wolves; 2 radio collars; not a breeding pair
» 3 calves confirmed killed; 3 wolves removed by WS

History: New pack in 2008. It occupies a territory at theteend of the Madison Range in
the Antelope Basin area.

2009 Activities: In a total of four separate incidents, 2 calvesewlted and 2 calves were
injured on the Antelope Basin grazing allotmeniuy and August. Three wolves total were
killed, one of which was known to be the breedirgjan WS was successfully able to dart a
wolf and collar it in mid-September. Cattle wereved off of the allotment and no other
depredations were reported.

Sage Creek
* pack no longer exists
* border pack with ID; counted in MT in 2009
» 1 calf confirmed killed, 1 calf probable killed MT; 26 sheep confirmed killed in Idaho;
10 wolves (pack removal) removed by WS

History: A collared Madison Valley disperser SW072F was tedaround the Blacktail /
Sage Creek areas in 2007 and hooked up with twer etblves forming a new pack. Its
territory is from Sage Creek south to Peet Creektha ID border.

2009 Activities: In early May, US Sheep Experimental Station heatderdentally snared 1
wolf in a coyote snare. It was a juvenile wolf ahaias found dead in the snare. One June
6, ID WS confirmed 5-buck sheep killed, 1 injurdllgly to die). One set of tracks was seen
at the kill siteon the US Sheep Experiment Station Humphrey RaieRG authorized
removal of 1 wolf. ID WS, MT WS, and MFWP agreattkhe control work could take place
on either side of the state border. One wolf whsdkby ID WS on June 16.

Wolves continue to move back and forth across bor@s July 16, ID WS confirms 1 buck
sheep killed on US Sheep Experiment Station HunmypRench. IDFG authorized removal
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of 2 wolves, which was completed by ID WS by July n July 30, ID WS confirmed 13
buck sheep killed in ID at Monida Pass. On AugydD WS confirmed 7 sheep were killed
by wolves on the US Sheep Experiment Station HumpRanch. IDFG authorized removal
of 3 wolves which was completed by IDWS on AugusiCn August 17, MT WS confirmed
1 yearling calf was killed by wolves and one was@bable kill on the south side of
Centennial Valley near the ID state line. MFWPhauized removal of the remaining 4
wolves. This was completed by October 1.

Centennial:
* pack no longer exists
* 105 sheep confirmed killed and 40 sheep probalikdki5 wolves (pack removal)
removed by WS; See Blacktail3 pack below.

History: New pack in 2008. It occupied Freezeout’s oldtieny of the Ruby River drainage
in the Gravelly / Snowcrest Mountain range.

2009 Activities: In 2009, the Centennial pack denned above thdfReldford WMA on the
West side of the Snowcrest Mountains which wadfarént location from the previous year.
A sheep producer lost sheep first in July fromaugrof 3 wolves (Blacktail3, 2 blacks and 1
gray). MFWP authorized the removal of all thredwes and WS killed the gray and
mortally wounded 1 of the blacks. The other blachf got away. On August 17, WS got a
call from the same sheep producer that an unknawmber of buck sheep had been killed in
the Rock Creek area (private land) of the Blacldaiith of Dillon in the same general area
as the July losses.

On August 18, WS flew the sheep pasture lookingHerone or two remaining blacks and
found the Centennial Pack within about 3/8 of aeroil the sheep pasture (3 adult grays and
5 pups) and had also determined that at least @ $aick sheep had been recently killed.
WS removed the uncollared adult gray on the 18tter that same day, WS confirmed a
total of 82 sheep bucks killed by wolves. Fortditidnal bucks were determined as
probable kills by wolves. It appeared to be ireBarate depredation events. This was the
first depredation incident for the Centennial pack009.

On October 18, WS confirmed 10 lambs were killed 48 lambs were injured by wolves,
and the injured were not expected to live. Thisuoed on the Blacktail on private land in
the same area as the previous depredations. $hesp were moved from public land
allotments in the Gravelly Mountains to the privieied pasture in the Balcktail in early
October. WS flew on October 20 and found the Gemn&d pack in the area so it was
assumed they were responsible for the killing. oAtool action for the full pack removal of
the Centennial pack was authorized. WS flew agai0/20 and removed one gray pup
(SW589U). A group of five was seen (3 adults anquligs), which was consistent with what
had been seen on recent FWP monitoring flightdlagk adult had recently joined the
Centennial pack since the August 18 depredatibis uncertain if this was the remaining
member of the Blacktail3 pack or if it was a longparser from somewhere else. On
October 21, WS flew & found wolves high in the tienpbelieved to be coming out of sheep
that morning, but no damage was reported or coefiriVS shot at a wolf (believed to be a
pup), but didn’t think they hit it although it wagver seen with the group again. On
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November 16, WS killed two of the adults in the @amial pack a black female and one of
the collared gray males. The third adult male,clvhs also collared, was thought to have
been killed but survived and had moved a few naleay. WS killed the last radio collared
male wolf on November 25 in the upper Ruby. Thidexl the control action and the entire
Centennial pack was removed. Domestic sheep srati@a had also been killed by the
Blacktail3 pack and it, too, was eliminated.

Jack Creek:
* 1 wolf; 1 radio collar; not a breeding pair
» 3 calves confirmed killed; 2 wolves removed by WS

History: New pack in 2008. It occupies a territory in thertk end of the Gravelly and the
Greenhorn Mountains.

2009 Activities: On July 11, WS investigated a dead calf on publninear Morgan Creek
and determined it to be a probable wolf kill. QutyJ12, WS confirmed a calf was killed on
public land by a wolf or wolves in the Ruby neao&ICreek. No control action at this time
it was uncertain if this was still in the Jack Gegrack territory or if a new pack had moved
in based on the probable depredation the day bé&fddb miles to the North. On July 21
during a routine radio monitoring flight FWP fouhdth Jack Creek radios plus an
uncollared wolf in the Lazyman area of the Rubyicktwas in close proximity to the July
12" depredation. Based on this FWP initiated a coatrtion for 1 uncollared wolf which
was completed on July 22 when a breeding femalekillad. On July 30, WS confirmed
wolves in the Upper Ruby had killed a calf that ieasnd the by riders and covered up the
previous day. MFWP authorized removal of anotherollared adult. On August 20, WS
confirmed another calf in the same area as thellgstedation and killed a wolf the same
day. During a routine monitoring flight in mid-Deober, the collar of the alpha male was
emitting a mortality signal. MFWP personnel retad the collar on January 14, 2010 and
the findings are still under investigation by MFWP.

Horse Creek:
* 6 wolves; 1 radio collar; breeding pair.
» 1 calf confirmed injured; no wolves killed

History: New pack in 2008. It occupies a territory in the@Illy Mountains from Ruby
Creek to Standard Creek including FWP’s Wall Crééldlife Management Area.

2009 Activities: For unknown reasons, all five of the 2008 pugagpeared from this pack

in late 2008, leaving only the original 3 adultesrly 2009. This pack again denned above
MFWP’s Wall Creek Wildlife Management Area and dpii)e summer in and around the
public land grazing allotment. On July 5, WS canfd a calf as being injured by wolves on
the Wall Creek Management Area (public land). Bibal control was immediately
authorized and the situation was monitored. Nth&rrdepredations were reported in 2009.

Toadflax:

* 10 wolves; 2 radio collars; breeding pair
* no depredations reported
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History: New pack in 2008 after three wolves showed up énailea after the Wedge pack
was removed in 2007. The Toadflax pack occupiesréory at the south end of the
Madison Range from Beaver Creek north to Indiareire

2009 Activities: The Toadflax pack used the same den area andzemas sites as the
previous Wedge pack. Wolves denned and had rendsaites in close proximity to

grazing cattle on private land all season longe $in Ranch, which holds a large portion of
this packs territory deployed up to two miles abtfladry around grazing cattle when
possible and moved the fladry and pastures on dhiydasis.

Black Mountain:
» 3+ wolves; no radio collar; not a breeding pair
» 2 calves confirmed killed; 2 wolves removed by VZSyolves killed by private citizens
to defend property

History: New pack in 2008. It occupied a territory in thadison Range from Bear Creek
to Indian Creek.

2009 Activities: On July 31, an employee of a ranch near Cameradnasimangy collared

wolf about 100 yards from the shop building. A MPW/arden investigated and retrieved
the carcass that same morning. Everything chegkieth accordance with the state statue of
wolves harassing livestock. This collared / mangyf had been seen numerous times in
cattle and had been run off from close to the ghmpldings / stock dogs a couple times
already. MFWP confirmed wolf tracks going into and of the building and the wolf had
secured some dog food on the porch at night (wlogs @ere inside / secured elsewhere).
The employee killed the wolf about 20 yards from tlogs.

On October 29, WS confirmed 2 calves were killedMmyves in the Bear Creek area near
Cameron. The rancher had been seeing up to 5 syddue there is no longer a radio in this
pack after the mangy wolf was killed. Two wolvesreskilled by WS by November 4. On
December 29, a landowner in the Cameron area deotae gray wolf (SW680F) that was
acting aggressively towards a dog in his yard. MAF&gviforcement investigated and
confirmed it as being a legal take under the dttute of defense of property.

Cedar Creek:
* ?wolves, status unknown; no radio collar; noteeling pair
» 2 sheep confirmed killed; 1 cow probable killedydlf removed by WS

History: New pack in 2007. It occupies a territory at thetim@nd of the Madison Range from
Jack Creek to Cedar Creek.

2009 Activities: In mid July, WS confirmed that 2 ewes were killgda wolf or wolves on
private land in a pasture near a house and corealsJeffers (just outside of Ennis). The Cedar
Creek pack was suspected but the collar in the gackot appear to be functioning. WS was
authorized to kill one wolf and to collar one wolA SOS permit was also issued to the
landowner. MFWP also talked with the sheep ownerraeighbors and described state law and
regulations pertaining to wolf-livestock confli@ad human safety. WS killed a black female
wolf and the SOS permit was cancelled. Effortplaxe a collar in the group were ongoing but
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additional wolves were never located. In earlyddet, WS looked at a dead cow on the Cedar
Creek Ranch and called it a probable wolf kill.nB@employees had been seeing wolves in the
area, but the status of the Cedar Creek pack wasown at the end of 20009.

Blacktail3:
* pack no longer exists
» 38 sheep confirmed killed; 2 wolves removed by \88¢ Centennial pack above.

History: New pack in 2009. It occupied a territory in thiadktail area south of Dillon, from
the Sweetwater south to Rock Creek.

2009 Activities: On June 18, WS confirmed 12 adult yearling sheligckby wolves on private
land south of Dillon. The producer saw 3 wolveg¥@dy, 2 blacks) from a distance in the sheep.
Due to the lack of a collar in the pack MFWP irdifiaequested WS to radio collar and release a
wolf. On July 22, WS confirmed 10 buck sheep Kilky the 3 wolves in the same general area
in what WS believed was two different depredativargs. On July 25, WS confirmed 16 sheep
bucks killed by 3 wolves in the same pasture aptbeious losses. WS saw 3 wolves leaving
the sheep from a distance, and MFWP authorizedvahud all three (2 blacks and 1 gray) and
to continue efforts to radio collar any wolveshetarea. On July 27 WS called in all 3 wolves,
shooting an adult gray female (SW530F) & mortallywvded 1 black wolf. The other black
wolf got away and its fate was unknown. Domedtieep were also killed in this area by a
different pack (Centennial), which was also elinbéta

Rosebud
» 3 wolves; no radio collar; not a breeding pair
* 1 lion hound reported killed, 2 injured

History: Pack formed late in 2005. lIts territory is frétadlodge to the Fishtail/Nye area.

2009 Activities: Tracking efforts in 2009 confirmed a pair trawredl together and one other
individual in the area. It remains to be seenliftake are travelling together. Efforts to
collar and release were unsuccessful. On Decendyex [bbn hunter reported one dog killed
and two other injured by 1-2 wolves in the Rosepacdk territory.

Baker Mountain
* 5 wolves; 1 radio collar; breeding pair
* no depredations, but see narrative below
» 2 wolves harvested

History: This group was documented in fall 2005 shorttgrabW57F was caught and
collared near a depredation site. Its territonyighe West Boulder area, south of Big
Timber.

2009 Activities: One calf was killed by a single wolf in March tjesst of the Baker

Mountain territory (old Moccasin Lake territory). 80S permit was issued for one wolf on
private land. No wolves were removed and no mopgeatiations were reported. It is
unknown if this wolf was part of the Baker Mountg@ack or an animal passing through. The
calf will be tallied in the lone/misc column in taldb. A dispersed male wolf from the Mill
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Creek pack joined Baker Mountain late fall of 2@0®&l was illegally killed in May of 2009.
Two wolves were harvested in the fall, one of whigre a non-functioning radio collar.
This wolf turned out to be a disperser from YNP ¢@e pack, 374M). This wolf was first
documented in the pack January of 2009 due torhusual blue/gray coat.

Buffalo Fork/Sough Creek

» 3+ wolves; no radio collar; breeding status unknown
* no depredations reported
* 4 wolves harvested

History: The Buffalo Fork pack formed in 2003, north of P Montana in the Buffalo
Fork drainage. In June 2003, the only radio-cetlamember of the pack died and contact
was lost. At the end of the year, 3 wolves weleted to be left in the pack. In 2005,
numerous public reports were received from backogugecreationists. In July 2005,
project personnel backpacked through the histouiitaB Fork territory in the Absaroka-
Beartooth Wilderness and found sign of wolf activitt was believed to still exist from
2005-2008.

2009 Activities: Even less is known about the Buffalo Fork pacR@09, and it may not

exist this year in the way hypothesized in 2008se of interactions with the Slough Creek
pack towards the end of 2008 and early 2009. Hosvk use and presence of the
Cottonwood pack in the Hellroaring drainage andBaffalo Plateau combined with the
known use and presence of the Eagle Creek packofvdse Cottonwood suggests that the
Buffalo Fork pack (if it still exists), must havhifted its territory to the east (Slough Creek).
By February 2009, the seven remaining Slough Cpaek members were missing and were
not detected on the northern range and did notrdede YNP. Thus, YNP staff concluded
that one of a few possibilities must have occurréae pack broke apart, some wolves died
and the rest dispersed / joined other packs (plgssith Buffalo Fork animals), or the group
stayed together and moved north of the park. Falveg were harvested during the
backcountry hunt from a group of animals occupyhegAnderson ridge/Slough Creek area.
YNP personnel have documented at least three animé#his group and do not consider
them it YNP pack. One wolf, a male, wears a norttioning radio collar originally from the
Agate pack along with two females from Slough Creéeis unknown if more animals are in
the group at the end of 2009. For now we will taim Buffalo/Slough and hope to learn
more in 2010.

Mill Creek

» 8 wolves; 1 radio collar; breeding pair
» 2 calves confirmed killed; kill permit issued bwt wolves killed

History: The Mill Creek pack formed in 2000. It spent a fanount of time on or near
private property on the east side of Paradise Yaltel the Yellowstone River, near
Emigrant.

2009 Activities: The pack localized during denning season anchedéeo stay on Forest
Service land for most of the year. WS confirmed talves killed in the fall and a Kill
permit was given to the livestock owner. No wolwese lethally removed and no more
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depredations were reported, although the wolvedead seen on private land on several
occasions. Wolf 266M dispersed from the pack nhyeall of 2008 and its whereabouts was
unknown. It was killed in a control action alongwother wolves in Wyoming in October
of 2009. Another wolf (equipped with a gps ARGGiEetlite collar as part of a University

of Montana research project) dispersed from thé @heek pack in 2008 and traveled
southward through YNP and into the southern pdrit¥6 by the end of 2008. She was
found dead in Colorado in March of 2009. Her midstas under investigation.

Eightmile
» 7 wolves; 1 radio collar; breeding pair

* no depredations reported

History: New pack formed in early 2007 and occupies i@dey on the west side of
Paradise Valley, south of Livingston.

2009 Activities: The only radio collared animal in the pack, SVKM dispersed in the

spring to YNP and has been seen with two grays®l Yersonnel. Denning activity and
pups were noted by landowners in the Eightmilattews. Fall tracking by FWP personnel
confirmed at least 7 wolves. A landowner reportedléared dead wolf on private property

in July. The wolf turned out to be an Idaho aniew@lared in the fall of 2003 and missing
shortly after. It is unknown how long he was in #rea as the collar was not working. Cause
of death is unknown as the carcass was clean ameshwhite. One wolf was caught in a
coyote trap and collared by FWP in the Eightmileitiery in December. Pack affiliation of
this wolf has yet to be determined but assumedigintigile wolf.

Eagle Creek
* 12 wolves; 1 radio collar; breeding pair

* no depredations reported
* 1 wolf harvested

History: This pack replaced the Casey Lake pack and deatpof a pair of adults and two
pups by the end of 2008ts territory is on the east side of the Yellowvs River north of
Gardiner.

2009 Activities: FWP confirmed denning and pups in June of 20@0&pping efforts to
deploy a second collar were unsuccessful. One wadf harvested in the fall.

Sipn Side
» 3 wolves; no radio collar; not a breeding pair
* no depredations reported

History: New pack formed when a wolf collared in the 8ardtea moved to the Dome
Mountain area with two other wolves in January @2. This is the northern most end of the
Eagle Creek pack territory.

2009 Activities: Only one pup was confirmed in the pack. The cetldemale SW452
became missing in August and contact with the eckbeen lost.
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Beartrap
» 22 wolves; no radio collar; breeding pair

* no depredations reported

History: The Beartrap pack formed in 2002. It occupig€eratory at the north end of the
Gallatin Mountain Range near the Spanish Peaksstendly since then.

2009 Activities: A total of 22 animals were documented at the er2DOD, at least 5 of these
are pups of the year. This pack seems to spenaddjaity of its time on private land.

Lebo Peak
» 3 wolves; no radio collar; not a breeding pair
» 30 sheep confirmed killed; 3 kill permits issuedydlf killed by a private citizen to
protect a dog and 1 wolf killed by WS

History: New pack in 2008. Its territory is on the nedt end of the Crazy Mountains.

2009 Activities: In January, a landowner reported wolves on hisgngpluring calving
season. Close to two miles of fladry was strung peeventative measure and no
depredations were reported. In late February,shese confirmed killed by wolves. A
SOS was issued to the landowner and WS removedolfi@nd collared an adult male.
More sheep were killed in early June effecting separate landowners in two days. SOS
permits were issued to the landowners who suffdredosses. In addition, non-lethal tools
were implemented on these properties and MFWP ase monitoring. A neighbor to these
landowners shot the collared male under statetst&dprotect his dog in late Juni.is
thought the combination of the removal of the naald non-lethal efforts to protect livestock
pastures ended depredations for the year.

Verified Border Packs Counting in Wyoming Populatian Estimate (Table 2 in Appendix 3)

There were two border packs shared between MT aid@dttonwood and Cougar Creek) that
were counted in the WY population. See Table 2thad).S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Wyoming
Annual Report (Jiminez et al. 2010).

Miscellaneous / Lone Individuals in Wolf ManagementJnit 3

Reed Point area: Two ewes and 1 goat were killed in January lgyrémaining animal of the
Reed Point pair that had previously killed livegtan this same ranch in 2008. Lethal control
efforts initiated in 2008 continued into early 200%e male, SW448, was removed January 9
and no depredations have been reported since.

Gardiner area: A collared mangy wolf from YNP, 625F, was euthadiby FWP personnel in
March outside of Gardiner. The collar and wolf wetsirned to YNP.

On June 29, FWP got a report of small wolf pupyipkain a logging road on the Sun West
Ranch South of Cameron, MT. Having no known degiaictivity in the area wolf project
personnel and the local game warden respondedifyg.vé& small gray pup was observed
sleeping in the grass and from ranch reports 2tiaddi grays were seen in the area. The pup
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was left and project personnel returned again 88.6No pups were seen on this day but
numerous pup tracks and scat were found. Randopeel had no further pup or adult sightings
in the area the rest of the summer or fall. itnknown what happened to the pups or if they
were tied to a new pack or the Toadflax pack whiehned a few miles to the east.

Suspected Packs in Wolf Management Unit 3
Trail Creek area (south of Livingston, west side of Yellowstone River): Reports continue of 1-3

wolves in the trail creek area. No depredationehaeen reported and it is unknown if these
animals are passing through or establishing aaeyri

Prior Mountains. FWP followed up on reports of wolves in the PMwuntains this year. No
wolf activity was confirmed at the time and we vadintinue to look in 2010.

Sheep Mountain: Reports in early January 2010 indicate a pawafes may be occupying the
area north of Springdale on the south end of tlee{CMountains. Project personnel will monitor
this area in the coming year.

Showy Mountains: FWP followed up on reports of three wolves in 8wy Mountains. No
wolf sign was found at the time and reports seetoatbcrease as we entered the fall. Follow up
will continue in 2010.

Canyon Ferry/Big Belts: Reports have been received of wolves occupyirddig Belts/Canyon
Ferry area. MFWP confirmed tracks of a single vaoifthe south end of the Big Belts. Efforts to
follow up in this area will continue in 2010.

Tobacco Roots: In June, WS investigated a calf killed on priviated in South Meadow Creek
(southeast end of the Tobacco Roots) and confiitreeia wolf kill. Traps were set for a collar
and release effort. The ranch hand had seen Biathe area a time or two over the winter.
No wolves were caught and there were no other coefi depredations or sightings. It is
unknown at this time how many wolves or if therpagk activity in this area.

Elk Park/Bernice: Landowners and hunters in this area have sulhmgggorts of wolf sightings
and tracks. On June 24 WS confirmed a calf asditly wolves and one as a probable wolf Kill.
Attempts to identify a pack or collar a wolf wenesuccessful.

Hound Creek Area: WS confirmed 1 sheep killed and 2 injured in eddpe and confirmed 7
killed and 4 injured by wolves in July. Attemptsglace a collar were unsuccessful.
Landowners reported several reports of wolves dutie fall/winter. A pack could not be
verified by the end of 2009.

Northwest of White Sulpher Springs area: A landowner shot one wolf in June of 2008. Hunters
and ranchers continue to submit reports of wolfitigys and tracks from nearby areas in 2009.
A wolf pack could not be verified by the end of 200
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OUTREACH AND EDUCATION

MFWP’s wolf program outreach and education effares varied, but significant. Outreach
activities take a variety of forms and include: tag people in the field, visiting landowners on
their ranches, phone conversations and email te@ shirmation and answer questions, and
granting interviews with the media, writers, andess. MFWP wolf staff also gave
presentations at organized functions. MFWP alspgmed and distributed a variety of printed
outreach materials and media releases to help Mansabecome more familiar with the
Montana wolf population, the state’s plan, anddbeent federal regulations. During the course
of the year, MFWP staff note most their outreadbres and activities in the Montana Wolf
Weekly Report.

Other MFWP staff and volunteers are instrumentaldoomplishing MFWP’s outreach efforts.
These include area game wardens, area wildlif@gisis, block management personnel,
information officers and front desk staff, stafftbé Education Bureau, State Parks employees,
the Helena staff (who work closely with the MFWPn@uission, the legislature, and a variety of
other elected or appointed officials), hunter ediocainstructors, etc.

An increasingly important aspect of outreach islttternet. The MFWP website hosts 126
pages specific to the wolf program. These pages wiewed a total of 109,648 times in 20009.
There were 81,847 unique pageviews. The wolf wadep are visited between 150 and 400
times per day. Sedgtp://fwp.mt.gov/wolf

According to diagnostic statistics, the four mogpplar wolf pages are: the opening page (i.e.
information about listing status), wolves and bagre (i.e. information about wolves and elk),
wolf population (i.e. information about the sizedatstribution of Montana’s wolf population),
and the wolf weekly. These four pages accountedldout 60% of the total visits to all of the
wolf program web pages.

Diagnostic statistics also suggest that the pulditors spend more time on the wolf pages (one
minute, 19 seconds) compared to the average oftelr MFWP web pages visited (fifty eight
seconds). Additionally, visitors to the wolf-spigcipages have a higher bounce rate (44%) than
the average for all other MFWP web pages (32%)s $hggests that visitors may have the
MFWP wolf pages bookmarked and visit them direfityspecific information periodically (e.g.
visitors go to a wolf page directly and then ek MFWP website without visiting any other
MFWP web pages).

Because of the interest in the wolf hunting seasahopportunity to provide the hunting public
with an additional way to monitor the progress taigdilling the wolf quota, MFWP added an
extra feature to the Hunt Planner section of thé\RPFRwvebsite. Web visitors could determine
whether the wolf hunting season was still openwhdt the current reported harvest was.
MFWP updated that web page at the same time agtbeded telephone message. These two
options could be used by hunters to determine pgnaolf season closures. Web diagnostic
statistics revealed that the wolf hunting pageh@&Hunt Planner were viewed a total of 32,848
times between Septeber 15 (when the backcountspeegpened) and November 2 (when the
wolf season was closed in all three managemeng)unit
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The “Report a Wolf” application continued to brimgluable information so the public can help
MFWP with monitoring efforts for existing packs addcumenting wolf activity in new areas.
Several hundred reports were received through #tesite. Countless more were received via
postal mail on a pre-printed card and over the phon

Additionally, the MFWP website receives email conmiseand questions from a wide variety of
interested publics. Efforts are made to resporastmany as possible. A wide variety of media
requests are also received, ranging from daily papsrs, magazines, documentary filmmakers,
and authors.

Most wolf program staff spend 2-15 days at hunkerck stations each hunting season in MFWP
Regions 1-4 to talk with hunters about wolves, wo#fhagement, and their hunting experiences.
Hundreds of conversations are held. MFWP wolff st receive invitations for presentations
from a wide variety of groups every year. Stafftu accommodate as many as possible given
other work priorities and the time of year.

Presentation Outreach Categories:

Civic: Kiwanis Club, Rotary Club, Lions Club, chtairgroups, etc.

Teacher/school: K-12, teachers

College/Professional: colleges, conferences, antt aducation

Hunting: non-profit hunting and sportsperson ralatiheck stations, outfitting, rod and gun, etc.
Landowner / Livestock: livestock groups, permittegatershed groups, etc.
Agency/government: Forest Service, BLM, NPS, couktgntana Legislative Committees, etc.
Wildlife Advocacy / Conservation: non-profit wolfl@ocacy or non-consumptive group

Outreach Categories # of Programs Number of attendeesc
(% of total programs) (% of total atteadp

Civic 12 (16%) 394 (14%)

Teacher/school 7 (10%) 249 (9%)

College/professional 8 (15%) 825 (29%)

Hunting 8 (5%) 330 (11%)

Landowners / Livestock 15 (33%) 595 (21%)

Agency/government 7 (13%) 165 (6%)

Wildlife Advocacy 6 (8%) 301 (10%)

Total: 63 (100%) 2859 (100%)

RESEARCH, FIELD STUDIES, AND PROJECT PUBLICATIONS

Each year in Montana, there are a variety of rebe@arojects and field studies in varying
degrees of development, implementation, or compietelated. These efforts range from wolf
ecology, predator-prey relationships, wolf-livestoelationships, policy, or wolf management.
Additionally, the findings of some completed prdgeget published. The 2009 efforts are
summarized below.
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Trophic Cascades | nvolving Humans, Wolves, Elk, and Aspen in the Crown of the Continent
Ecosystem

Graduate Student: Cristina Eisenberg, Boone and Crockett Club Felldregon State University

Committee Chair: Dr. William J. Ripple, Oregon State Universityor@allis

Project Summary: Predation by wolves may be critical for maintagbiodiversity and

sustaining aspen communities. Currently in dedhngortions of the West, aspen provides key
habitat for songbirds and beaver, among other spe€ine of the major controversies in ecology
in the past century concerns whether food hasoagtr influence on herbivore population
regulation than predation. Predation can drivergiiethal and non-lethal effects throughout
food webs, referred to as trophic cascatlés are studying trophic cascades involving human
land use, wolves, elk, and aspen in the Crown@fdbntinent Ecosystem. Our objective is to
investigate how an apex predator affects aspen econties by influencing abundance and
behavior of large herbivore prey. This work willntobute to our knowledge of food webs, via a
gradient analysis of the magnitude of trophic cdssan areas of high, medium, and low wolf
density, and investigation of temporal and spatadhic interactions in a geographic location
where they have not been studied previously.pai$ of theSouthern Alberta Montane Elk

Sudy, an interagency, transboundary collaboration in Wihe are working with 98 elk fitted

with GPS collars, and 8 radio-collared wolf padReject partners include Shell Canada, Alberta
Fish and Wildlife Division, Montana Fish Wildlifend Parks, Waterton Lakes National Park,
Glacier National Park, the University of AlbertaetUniversity of Calgary, Oregon State
University, and the Boone and Crockett Club.

Project Activity in 2009: During this third year of field research, Montansh; Wildlife, and

Parks radio-collared 3 wolves in Glacier NationatkPwith our assistance for our project,
deploying 2 GPS collars and 1 VHF collar, and pBtSXollars on another cohort of 35 elk in
Waterton Lakes National Park. We completed vegetatsampling, to measure the indirect
effects of wolf presence, via trophic cascadess Tritluded a fire ecology survey in the aspen in
our study area.

Preliminary Results: Wolf presence affects multiple levels of the fooelhywwithin a classic
three-part trophic cascades framework (predatag-pegetation), with these effects mediated
by wolf and prey density. In our study area (twtioval parks) elk represent the dominant
herbivore in elk winter range, as measured by pet@sects. Changes in elk herbivory due to
wolf predation may be creating richer songbird tetbincreasing biodiversity.

Scat and stable isotope analysis of summer wolf diet

Graduates Sudent: Jonathan Derbridge, University of Montana
Committee Chair: Dr. Paul R. Krausman, University of Montana, Misks

Wolf diet can be estimated from undigested remainmey in scats. Stable isotope analysis may
derive the same information from tissue of wolvesduse isotopic ratios 5IC/A°C and™N/*N
therein reflect those of their prey. Using botthtaques with temporally and spatially matched
samples may provide information on proportionsrefypconsumed and insight on the relative
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accuracy, efficiency, and future applicability bése methods for this and similar ecosystems.
We collected scat samples from wolf padks=(4) in northwestern Montana from June to
October 2008, and hair samples of wolves @8) from packsn(= 12) from May to July 2009
(including those from which scat was sampled). Bhisly will provide baseline data on the
feeding ecology of wolves in this region. Such miation will be useful to managers who must
respond to wolf-related questions from the public.

Heavy Metal Contaminantsin North American Grey Wolves

Supervisors: R. Given Harper, and Jeff Frick, lllinois WesheyUniversity, Bloomington, IL;
Steven Hoffmann, Purdue University, West Lafaydite,

Undergraduate students: Susan Blunck, Patrick Chess, Stacy Hynes, Enoihed, Jason Koval,
Ryan Misek, Sarah Rueth, Patricia Troxell

Collaborators: Mark Atkinson, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parkémberlee Beckmen, Alaska
Department of Fish and Game; Dean Cluff, Environtaleaind Natural Resources, Government
of the Northwest Territories; Mark Collinge, APHVBildlife Services, Idaho; Mark Drew, Idaho
Department of Fish and Ganm@arolyn Sime, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks

Project Description: Due to its location at the top of terrestriabdochains, the grey wolCanis
lupus) may contain high levels of heavy metals. Howefew studies have documented these
compounds in wolves throughout much of their Néttherican range, which is the purpose of
this study. The wolves were either found deadect#d via lethal control methods or harvested
legally in Alaska, Idaho, Montana and the Northwksstritories. Wolf kidneys were removed
from carcasses by personnel from state and Canadlidiife agencies from 2005-2007. The
kidneys were then frozen and shipped to lllinoissWgan University for preparation. The
concentration of heavy metals (cadmium, coppen, iamd zinc) in wolf kidneys was determined
via inductively coupled plasma emission spectrog@ighe University of Wisconsin-Madison.
There were no significant effects of age classl{amisubadult) or sex on levels of cadmium,
copper, iron and zinc from wolves collected in ldamd the Northwest Territories. Females had
significantly higher iron levels than males in wedvcollected from Alaska, while adults had
significantly higher levels of copper than subaslitwolves collected from Montana. With few
exceptions, the mean metal levels in wolves fethimior near the level ranges as indicated by
previous studies.

Anticipated Completion Date: 2010

Combining hunter surveys and territorial dynamics to monitor wolf pack abundance and
distribution in Montana

Graduate Student: Lindsey Rich, University of Montana

Committee Chair: Dr. Mike Mitchell, Montana Cooperative WildlifeedRearch Unit, University
of Montana, Missoula

Project Summary: The goal of my masters research is to help cieatwv long-term population
monitoring technique for wolves that is accuratd bath time and cost-effective for FWP to
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employ. | will determine if hunter surveys canused to populate a Patch Occupancy Model
(POM) which accurately estimates the number of \wattks in Montana and their distribution.

To do this, a grid of patches will be placed ovarritdna where patch size is equal in area to
territory size. | will use GPS collars to accuhatestimate territory size throughout the state.
The patches are then surveyed to determine wheb@upied (the species is detected) and
unoccupied (the species is not detected). One time cost-effective approach to collect this
detection/nondetection data may be to use hurdgyfgings of wolves. Several questions
pertaining to hunter’s sighting of wolves were atite FWP’s annual phone surveys of a sample
of resident deer and elk license holders. Patchmency modeling (POM) uses these data to
estimate the number of wolf packs in the statethaa distribution.

Currently, changes in wolves’ territory sizes carnelstimated directly with radiotelemetry
collars. In the future, this may not be possihle tb changes in population size, funding and
monitoring. Data from the large numbers of GPSH#& collared wolf packs can be used to
link territory size to specific ecological factqesg., prey density and landscape variables). A
POM can then be developed with patch sizes thgts@atially and temporally corresponding to
spatial and temporal variation of these ecolog@etiors. This approach will ensure that the
POM is robust to violations of constant territoigeseven when changes in territory size cannot
be estimated directly.

Project Activity in 2009: Coursework, 5 more GPS collars were deployedW rvolf

specialists (4 collared wolves remain in the teri#s they were collared in, 1 wolf dispersed and
was shot), made preliminary estimates of terrigrg for GPS collared wolves, explored how
ecological factors effect spatial variation in wigfritory size, ran preliminary patch occupancy
models for 2007 and 2008 using the hunter survéy da

Anticipated Completion Date: December 2010

Devel opment of a monitoring protocol for wolves in the northern Rockies based on patch
occupancy modeling

Post doctoral Researcher: Betsy Glenn
Principal Investigator: Mike Mitchell

Cooperating Researchers: David Ausband, Robin Russell, Justin Gude, Car&8yne, Pete
Zager, Curt Mack, Lindsey Rich, Ed Bangs

Funding Source: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Idaho Fish and GarmNez Perce Tribe,
US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Frankenberg Fatiath

Project Duration: 2009 — 2011

Project Summary: Prior to the early 2Bcentury, the gray wolfGanis lupus) was common
throughout the northern Rocky Mountains (NRM). tBg 1930s, wolves were extirpated as a
result of poisoning, unregulated trapping, and bpeampaigns, and the gray wolf was listed as
an endangered species in 1974. After the reinttooluof 66 individuals in 1995 — 1996, the
wolf population expanded and approximately 1,500/2®now live in the NRM. Throughout
reintroduction and recovery, wolves in the NRM haeen monitored intensively using radio-
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telemetry and aerial surveys, supported almosteipntivith USFWS funding. Federal funding

for intensive monitoring will be eliminated follong delisting and agencies will have reduced
resources to obtain the information needed to decuinwolf numbers. Realizing the need for
less invasive, but effective monitoring techniqubs, Nez Perce Tribe obtained a Tribal Wildlife
Grant to research alternative ways to monitor tb# populations that do not necessarily rely on
radio-collaring wolves. Beginning in 2006, the N&arce Tribe collaborated with the Montana
Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit and ldaho Daparit of Fish and Game to evaluate the
potential of these alternative methods for monigmvolf populations.

We are in the process of testing a population noang program we developed based on patch
occupancy modeling, a statistical technique thaticgegrate observations from multiple
sampling methods into population-level inference$®mad spatial scales. We have
demonstrated that a patch occupancy model candeogasonably accurate estimates of
abundance of wolf packs using only on-line pubighsngs (Ausband et al. 2009). In 2006-
2008, we surveyed 2,000 hunters annually and fol@icthere was a strong correlation between
the number of wolves detected by hunters and thsityeof wolves in each of 4 study areas in
Idaho. Hunters are present across much of tlustape and offer a unique opportunity to
record detections of wolves across a broad lan@scdhile hunter surveys may not be able to
resolve details at smaller spatial scales, ouialminalyses indicated that these surveys have
strong potential for estimating the numbers of val€ks on the landscape, and may be useful
for estimating numbers of wolves as well.

Because hunter surveys alone may be limited im tresfulness for estimating wolf populations
sizes, we are evaluating a variety of additionayey methods to 1) enable the reliable detection
of reproductively active wolf packs, 2) refine estites of number of packs/wolves on the
landscape from hunter survey data, and 3) be nusieetfective than traditional radiotelemetry.
The data gathered from each of these survey mettaodprovide the detection/non-detection
data needed to populate a patch occupancy modtigfusome of the methods can provide
highly detailed data on wolves in area providingldgists with unprecedented tools for
understanding wolves occupying areas of high manageinterest. Because some of our survey
methods can provide estimates of pack size thepearoupled with the Mitchell et al. (2008)
eguations to estimate the number of Breeding Raitse state and help meet federal
requirements during the 5-year post delisting plodseolf recovery.

During 2010-2011, Betsy Glenn will refine the methaleveloped by Ausband et al (2009) to
determine the most effective strategy for integiathe suite of survey data into a patch
occupancy framework. She will incorporate datavoif removals from hunting and livestock
depredation into the patch occupancy models, afieexplore the use of spatially-explicit
colonization and extinction probabilities generabgdhe patch occupancy model to assess their
usefulness and reliability at predicting both ther@dance and distribution of wolves. As wolves
move from an endangered species to a big-gameespagjencies in the NRM can use a patch
occupancy framework to couple harvest results amdia monitoring efforts and enable
continuous feedback and improvement of harvestigiieds and population conservation
strategies. Our goal is to have a less expensipalgabon monitoring framework that has been
soundly tested, is rooted in wolf ecology and ceovigle population estimates with an associated
measure of precision that managers can use wittidemce by the end of 2011.
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Progress and Satus: Betsy Glenn was hired as a post-doctoral reseanchigecember 20009.

She has met with Drs. Jim Nichols and Jim HindbatPatuxent Wildlife Research Center in
February 2010 to develop specific strategies fatuating the utility of hunter survey, rub pad,
scat, and rendezvous site survey data for useatch occupancy model framework to estimate
numbers of wolf packs and numbers of wolves in Moatand Idaho. She will evaluate
different techniques for integrating these data patch occupancy framework to obtain
estimates of numbers of packs and numbers of wolithsthe least bias and greatest precision.

Publications:

Ausband, D., M.Mitchell, A. Mynsberge, C. Mack Slenglein, and L. Waits. 2009.
Developing wolf population monitoring techniqueBWG Funding Final Report.
February 20009.

Mitchell, M. S., D. E. Ausband, C. A. Sime, E. EargJs, J. A. Gude, M. D. Jimenez, C. M.
Mack, T. J. Meier, M. S. Nadeau, and D. W. Smit0& Estimation of successful
breeding pairs for wolves in the Northern Rocky Mtains, USA. Journal of Wildlife
Management 72:881-891.

Mitchell, M. S., J. A. Gude, D. E. Ausband, C. Am8, E. E. Bangs, M. D. Jimenez, C. M.
Mack, T. J. Meier, and M. S. Nadeau. 2010. Tésancestimator for successful breeding
pairs of wolves in the U.S. northern Rocky Mounsaitwildlife Biology, in press.

Gude, J.A., M. S. Mitchell, D. E. Ausband, C. Anfgi, and E. E. Bangs. 2009. Internal
validation of predictive logistic models for decisimaking in wildlife management.
Wildlife Biology. 15:352-369.

Winter Distribution, Habitat Use, and Browse Utilization Patterns of the Shiras Moose on the
Mount Hagain Wildlife Management Area

Investigators: Braden Burkholder and Robert Garrott, Departnoéiicology, Montana State
University, Bozeman; Vanna Boccadori, and Kurt Mpntana Fish Wildlife & Parks.

Collaborators: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks; Montana Stateivémsity.

Project Overview: Moose populations across Montana have expandibe ilast century, both in
geographic range and in population size. This esioa has had a negative impact on moose
winter range in some locations where moose haveutiieed key browse species such as aspen
and willow. Excessive and unsustainable browsegthe potential to reduce local biodiversity
and carrying capacity of moose and other ungulaié® browse species of interest in this study
are willow (Salix spp.), a highly palatable and abant browse source for moose on many
winter ranges, including our study area in south@resMontana. Knowledge of spatial and
temporal patterns of moose willow community use waribw utilization patterns is limited in
Montana and would be helpful in moose populatiomaggment.

The objectives of this study are to determine pastef willow community use by selected
female moose during winter and to quantify willotlimation across the study area southwest of
Butte to examine population scale habitat use tjindarowse patterns. To accomplish these
objectives we deployed GPS collars on 18 cow madsach in the winters of 2007, 2008, and
2009, and completed large scale, systematic brewseys in the springs of 2008 and 2009.

-97 -



Preliminary results indicate cow moose spend th@mtyaof the winter within willow
communities (55% of all locations in 2007 and 44P2008) or in conifer cover adjacent to
riparian areas, but the estimated percent of broawskow twigs across the study area is low
(<12% in both years). Our data suggest that whib@se have the potential to significantly
impact willow communities, this does not appedbeédhe case on the Mount Haggin WMA at
current moose densities. Preliminary analysiscaugis that areas of higher browse utilization
are associated with larger proportions of prefeweldw species and previously browsed
willow. Results from this study will help local dmegional biologists to better understand
moose-willow dynamics and choose appropriate metfimdmanaging moose populations and
their habitats.

As part of this research focused on moose-willowitaarelationships, we are also collecting
baseline moose movement and demographic data.e TOa¢a will be available for comparison to
any wolf movement/location data collected from #tisdy area. Additionally, wolf-moose
interaction data are being collected opportunillicauch as observations of wolves, field
necropsies of moose for cause of mortality, andtadoose and calf survival rates. To date,
numerous instances of wolf tracks have been nateti@study area and one wolf has been
observed feeding on a moose carcass (cause oflityostas unknown).

Blackfoot Range Rider Progress Report: Pilot Season (contributed by Peter Brown and the
Blackfoot Challenge)

Investigators: Peter Brown, Blackfoot Challenge, University obMana
Collaborators. area landowners, Blackfoot Challenge, Montarsh FiVildlife & Parks

Project Overview / What: The project will seek out an action plan for thégmbial conflict that
may arise between wolves and livestock in the Baakvalley, MT with the intent of
decreasing wolf and livestock loss through the tigreent of non lethal techniques for
deterring depredation events. The 2009 Range Rillatrseason will inform future
development of a Range Rider program in the Blaukialley.

How:

» Monitor cattle for willing ranchers in an attemptdetermine if the herds have been
subjected to wolf depredation attempts, as wetlaaaiment herd health to determine the risk
that the herd has for possible depredation if welwere present.

* Monitor known wolf pack locations to determine thgiey base and if they have chosen to
prey on adjacent cattle herds. Locations are ahetexd through telemetry, track/scat
surveys, and anecdotal observations by local cisize

* Ride herds with a motorcycle and drive roads ing&eeral vicinity of pack point locations
to determine their home range use patterns. Hamgeruse patterns help in developing a
risk of depredation assessment for areas of heatiie cise.

* Begin conversations with ranchers in an attempleteelop predator action plans on their
land and grazing leases that can reduce theiofidiepredations. Topics discussed include:
predator attractant sources(carcasses, adjacefifevdoncentrations), den/rendezvous
locations, daily wolf movements and patterns of iieed health and associated risk issues,
Grazing lease stewardship goals(noxious weeds) watelopment, spring/wetland
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exclosures, fencing conditions, grazing mgmt plaasterns of grazing use), Hazing and
predator management techniques.

Seek out new pack locations and continually corgaetowners in adjacent areas, which will
inform them of options for mgmt and monitoring assnce that | can provide them.

Why:

Proactive liason between wildlife management agenand ranchers in the Blackfoot
Valley. Historically ranchers have been unsatisfieth the communication of locations and
current issues related to management of predatoichwhreaten their livelihood. Open
lines of communication will hopefully alleviate thigst and promote positive local
management of predators.

Lessons:

1) Wolves are located adjacent to large concentratddmatural prey species ie. Deer and
elk. Modern agricultural practices have attraatedr and elk onto irrigated hay and
grain fields, cattle are at risk when they are tedanear large concentrations of deer and
elk.

2) Remote grazing leases are difficult to monitorenftimes if a thorough survey has not
been conducted prior to release of cattle for theraer they could inadvertently be
located close to den or rendezvous sites whichdvput the cattle at higher risk.
Thorough surveys and establishment of use pattamselp to dictate cattle locations
thus reducing risk of depredation.

3) Many ranchers have lost their trust in wildlife ragers and likewise wildlife managers
have lost trust in ranchers, thus creating volatibeking relationships between these
two groups, with this breakdown of communicatiottleamay be at risk. Building trust
is essential so that open communication can hediiréact management strategies for
reduced risk of depredation.

4) Attractant sources also include carrion and scaegmgrcasses left in the field. By
removing attractant sources, risk of depredationbmdecreased thus allowing wolves
and other predators to rely on natural prey sources

5) Wolves have become comfortable with human presgrusitive non-lethal hazing near
livestock will allow them to develop a fear of humsahuman scent, and livestock.

6) Wolves exhibit patterns that can be studied andrdeal allowing ranchers and wildlife
managers to potentially predict presence on a temhpad spatial scale throughout the
year. Positive ID of wolf sign and sightings, daimented and housed in a central
location, can be useful information to assessaigkss a rural landscape. Community
participation is essential.

7) Radio collared wolves are very useful in locatiagls on a daily basis thus creating use
patterns throughout the year for that particularkpa

8) Pack size is closely linked to how much the padkeat and what type of prey they are
capable of taking down. Packs larger than sixtachdve enough members to take
down adult cattle.
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9) Range riding can be effective. Ranchers have mhdenowledge of their herd and the
dynamics that dictate herd behavior. This infoiorats essential to the Rider and
should be shared in the field so that grazing edems can also be discussed and
established. Range Riding can help to distribatdecacross the range in an effective
way thus reducing range resource degredation.

10)Range riding is time consuming and requires a cameiit to reducing loss due to
depredation. Most ranchers are not willing to spér®@ amount of time or money
necessary to have an effective program, thus iscrgdheir risk when predators are
present on the landscape. A Range Rider programprcavide assistance to producers
that are interested in reducing their risk throngh-lethal, cost share programs. One
range rider can possibly cover about 20,000 acheshamight have about 600 cow calf
pairs present. If a pack is present in that dreaRider can effectively follow the wolves
through tracking, howling surveys, and scat analysi

11)An effective range rider needs to know wolf behawas well as cattle behavior and
habits.

LAW ENFORCEMENT

All wolf mortalities that are not the result of hotized agency lethal control, of a shoot on sight
permit, or obviously related to a vehicle / trainke, are reported to law enforcement personnel.
All other wolf mortalities are under investigatiantil a full determination is made regarding
cause of death. The USFWS Office of Law Enforcemaeas the lead agency to investigate wolf
deaths until delisting in May. MFWP representatieellaborated and provided assistance to
federal law enforcement on request. Upon delistiligWP officers took the lead on all
investigations.

MFWP Game Wardens, by nature of their positionsenatuable contributions with respect to
outreach about wolves, their management, and th@da program. In addition, wardens have
assisted with various field activities such asieging road-killed wolves or responding to
wolves caught incidentally by recreational trappafgardens have also passed along wolf
reports to project personnel and contributed toitodang efforts.

FUNDING
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Historically, MFWP’s core wolf program has beended through 2 separate federal sources.
Approximately half was obtained through a direat@ad Congressional line-item appropriation
and half was obtained directly from USFWS as a phithie agency base budget. These sources
were identified in the state-federal wolf cooperatagreement which outlines the scope of
MFWP’s work and how the money can be spent. Fanelsransferred on a federal fiscal year
cycle which is offset from the state fiscal yeacleyby six months. Federal funds could be spent
anywhere in Montana for the wolf management andensation activities specified in the
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cooperative agreement through June 30, 2010 (imdigoe of the listed status). Any of the
unspent funds will revert back to the Federal Tuea80 days after the extermination date of the
5-year agreement.

Although the agreement states that a total of $8BY¥is to be available to Montana annually,
federal budget constraints have sometimes resut€dngressional recessions (across the board
percentage cuts). Therefore, Montana receivedtaily,000 in federal fiscal year (FFY)
2005. In 2006, Montana received about $641,060-HY 2007, Montana again received about
$641,000 in federal funds. In FFY 2008, USFWSdfammred $396,000 (President’s budget
language and $323,000 from USFWS base funding)R@VIA. In addition, FY08 Congressional
earmark language included $243,000 in additionadiiiug for wolf monitoring to be distributed
by USFWS to Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming. That fogdvas split evenly between the 3
States. Funding levels in FFY 2009 and FFY 201@&$609,261 and $721,177, respectively.
MFWP and USFWS will begin work to develop a newpam@tive agreement outlining
responsibilities and funding for the next 5-yearnqe beginning with state FY2011 (July 1
2010).

Accounting for overhead (19%) and the 6-month offegween the state and federal fiscal year
cycles, MFWP has spent a total of about $2,381i8®€deral dollars over a 10-year period
since FY2000 when MFWP first began drafting a woénagement plan to pave the way for
delisting the recovered wolf population. Somehi$ funding has been spent on recovery
coordination, but the majority has been spent fetle-ground implementation of Montana’s
wolf program. This funding has paid for wolf maning, radio collaring, data management,
depredation response, research, public outreadmregorting to USFWS (Table 3). These
activities provide both directly and indirectly qgut to the work of USDA WS and MLLRB.

Other FWP staff make significant contributionstie program above and beyond the work done
by staff whose primary responsibilities are wolfated. Examples include administration,
biologist support, law enforcement, public outreaaid legal support. Exact figures have not
been quantified.

Table 3. Federal funds spent by FWP to implemagit management on the ground and support
the work of USDA Wildlife Services and the Montdaogestock Loss Reduction and
Mitigation Board.

State Fiscal Year Federal funds to FWP to implematt management on the
ground (after overhead is taken out)
2006 $ 401, 464
2007 $ 473,546
2008 $ 485,968
2009 $ 609,261
2010 $ 584,153
2011 $ 507,060

-101 -



USDA Wildlife Services

USDA WS is the federal agency assisting MFWP withifwdepredation management. WS
personnel conduct investigations of injured or deéagstock to determine if it was a predation
event and, if so, what predator species was refiderier the damage. Verification (either as
confirmed or probable) by WS that damage is duewmlf is an important aspect of the
managing the wolf-livestock interface. Livestockreers may be eligible to receive
reimbursement through the Montana Livestock LossuReon and Mitigation Program. MFWP
determines what, if any, is an appropriate respohselves were responsible for the damage.

As a federal agency, USDA WS is funded throughrégeilar Congressional al budgeting
process, particularly with respect to wolf-relateork due to the wolf’'s federally listed status.
WS also receives money from other sources in M@ntanother agency activities, including the
state per capita fee and county livestock assedsmen

In FFY 2005 and 2006, Montana USDA WS was fundeduh the regular Congressional
budgeting process for federal agencies and dideneive USFWS-direct funding. Historically
and beginning in the early 1990s, USFWS providedliing to USDA WS western region to
assist in wolf recovery and management in thetéiesarea. By 2001, about $100,000 per year
was being transferred from USFWS to USDA WS actsdri state area for field assistance. At
that same time, USDA WS also began receiving dawaoual appropriations through the USDA
Congressional budget process in recognition ofrtbeeased workload in the northern Rockies.
USFWS continued to fund USDA WS until 2005 throagtiirect Congressional appropriation
and USDA WS western region continued to receiveigp€ongressional directives.

However, in FFY 2005, Congress deleted the fedgoptopriation that had been given to
USFWS and subsequently transferred to USDA WShieir tvork in the tri state area. In its
place, other special Congressional directives teghlincorporated into the USDA WS western
region budgets to address funding needs as a msuottreased workloads beginning in FFY
2001. These special directives have been maimtaaeh year since. Both MFWP and MT WS
have concerns that Congressional earmarks anc¢orasplirectives will be cut or eliminated at
the Congressional level. That would have imporapiications for the two agencies and their
ability to fulfill their respective agency respoisities and the commitments made in the
Montana Wolf Plan.

There has been confusion over the coincidentahggoi elimination of USFWS funding

received by MT WS and MFWP taking on wolf managetmesponsibilities. In FFY 2005, the
USFWS Congressional appropriation that had beeviged to the western region of USDA WS
was eliminated. In the same FFY, an interagencoperative agreement was completed between
MFWP and USFWS. As a condition of MFWP signing dlggeement, USFWS agency base
funding was transferred to MFWP since MFWP was downg the field program with state
personnel. The loss of USFWS funding for tri-sta&DA WS gray wolf field activities had
nothing to do with a different, independent Congi@sal earmark appropriation and USFWS
base funding for to MFWP to implement work outlinecan MFWP-USFWS interagency
cooperative agreement to manage wolves in Montana.
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In FFY 2008, WS maintained a $100,000 Congressidinattive for responding to complaints

of wolf damage as well as a $1,000,000 directiedced from $1,300,000 in FFY 2007) for
Montana, ldaho, and Wyoming to investigate and eskipredator damage, including that by
wolves. This was also maintained in FFY2009. RYE010, Congress again provided $926,000
to WS in MT, ID, and WY to investigate and addrpssdator damage, including wolf damage.

In FFY 2007, WS spent an estimated $183,924 respgrid wolf complaints and assisting
MFWP with depredation management responses suegtgscollaring or killing problem
wolves. This is an increase above the estimaté@,$00 spent in federal fiscal year 2006. In
FFY 2008, Montana WS expended approximately $227,43is is an increase of about
$43,500 over the previous year. In FFY 2009, Wgeexlitures increased another $187,133 to
$414,567 in FFY 2009. Administrative time is nefiected in the total.

The increase in expenditures is due in part tcegees in fixed costs (e.g. aircraft fuel, vehicles,
cell phones, computer fees, or personnel). Iisis due in part to the increasing number of
investigation requests received by WS, and moguiat management responses required. This
would be expected as the wolf population has irsgédrom the 66 in Montana in 1995 at the
time of reintroduction to today’s level.

In calendar year 2008, MFWP and WS modified thepeoative Agreement and the work plan
to redirect $110,000 of funding toward assistanite wolf depredation management. WS
management activities include capture and increahenntrol of wolves, reporting, as well as
proactive preventative actions to help reduce aimmize potential for wolf predation on
livestock. MFWP and WS renewed the work plan i62@nd expect to do so again in 2010.

PERSONNEL AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

By now, literally hundreds of people have assist@t wolf recovery efforts in a wide variety of
ways, and we are indebted to them all. Since 26@@ntless more have assisted with the
development of the Montana wolf plan and many ntorginue to assist during the transition
from federal management to state management. Yéziedly want to acknowledge the support
and understanding of our families and friends.

The MFWP wolf team is comprised of Kent Laudon @lipell, Carolyn Sime in Helena, Mike
Ross and Val Asher in Bozeman, Liz Bradley in Dillissoula, and Nathan Lance in Butte.
But the wolf team is part of a much bigger teanrefmendously dedicated agency professionals
that make up Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks. Intgaular, Dr. Jennifer Ramsey (MFWP’s
wildlife veterinarian) over saw our animal handlimgtocols welfare guidelines, in addition to
being the MFWP lead for wolf disease surveillancé aecropsy work. Additional staff at the
MFWP Wildlife Research Laboratory also provide #igant logistical support and services for
the wolf program, including Neil Anderson (Lab Sopsor) and Kevin Hughes. Salish

Kootenai Confederated Tribes biologist Stacey Cilarand Blackfeet Tribe biologist Dan
Carney captured and monitored wolves in and ardleid respective tribal reservations. We
thank them for sharing information contained irstteéport and the close coordination throughout
the year.
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In 2009, the Montana wolf management program bextefrom the contributions from our
seasonal technicians Kris Boyd and Karen Lovelghs, excelled at their jobs and contributed
enormously. The Montana wolf management volurpeagram was very fortunate to have
Tyler Parks, Tim Swearingen, Seth Thompson, Ch&idienson, Erika Edgley, and Anna Valan
-- who worked enthusiastically and with good hurand dedication through long days and
weeks. We also want to thank the Swan Ecosystame€and Northwest Connections for their
avid interest and help in documenting wolf presearu# outreach in the Swan River Valley.

MFWP’s wolf program is supported by others througiitbe agency. We thank Adam Messer
of MFWP Information Services for his patience, gbwanor, and expertise in creating the maps
for this report, his work on all our other wolf peot data requests, and for his help with data
management. Regional biologists and game ward&osmation officers, front desk staff, and
program managers contribute their time and exgentis variety of ways and have been
invaluable. Justin Gude provided important dataysis and support, as did the University of
Montana Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit. Werappate the MFWP Helena staff from all
the Divisions who contributed their expertise aimiet We thank Caryn Amacher, Denise
Dawson, Rebecca Cooper, Adam Brooks for assissngith interagency cooperative
agreements, grant agreements, and budgeting. Weagte the wise counsel and participation
of the MFWP legal staff, especially Bob Lane. Vypr@ciate the work and dedication of the
MFWP Website Team. Jay Lightbody and Don Bartddche@Print shop prepared and printed
outreach materials. We thank the staff of the Camioations and Education Division for their
thoughtful reviews of our work and for their med@ntributions throughout the year. The
Montana Governor’s Office, MFWP Director’s Offiadbe MFWP Legal Unit, and the MFWP
Commission deserve special recognition for theidérship, contributions and steady guidance
throughout the year.

We also thank the private citizens who served enatbrking group to develop the framework
for a Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and MitigatProgram. We also thank the members
of the Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council floeir ongoing contributions. Their
participation on these working groups, respectivpipvides valuable guidance from a diversity
of perspectives. Their continued collaborationnglwith many other Montanans, continues to
be the foundation of the program’s success to date.

We acknowledge the work of the citizen-based Moatamestock Loss Reduction and
Mitigation Board, which oversees implementatiorMafntana’s reimbursement program.
Program Coordinator George Edwards has been viggmt about processing claims and
pursuing funding in support of the Board’s charge.

USFWS personnel in Montana included wolf recovergrdinator Ed Bangs (Helena) who
shepherded the development of the state-federglecative agreement and freely shared
information and data about wolves in Montana. \Meespecially grateful for the financial
support and his confidence in the developing giedgram. Law enforcement agents
investigated wolf mortalities throughout Montanal ganovided important guidance about the
federal regulations.
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USDA APHIS WS investigates suspected wolf damagkcanries out wolf damage
management activities in Montana. We thank thentdatributing their expertise to the state’s
wolf program and for their willingness to complétgestigations and carry-out lethal control
and radio-collaring activities in a timely fashiaghdays a week. WS personnel involved in wolf
management in Montana in 2009 included State Qureldhn Steuber; eastern district supervisor
Mike Foster; western district supervisor Kraig Géaizwestern assistant district supervisor Chad
Hoover; eastern assistant district supervisor Aeswn; wildlife disease biologist Jerry
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from the continued cooperation and collaborationtber state and federal agencies and private
interests such as the USDA Forest Service, MornDapartment of Natural Resources and
Conservation (“State Lands”), U.S. Bureau of Lananslgement, Plum Creek Timber Company,
Glacier National Park, Yellowstone National Padgho Fish and Game, Wyoming Game and
Fish, Nez Perce Tribe, Canadian Provincial wildfifefessionals, Defenders of Wildlife,
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upper Yellowstone Watershed group, the Blackfoatlfehge, and the Granite County
Headwaters Working Group.

We deeply appreciate and thank our pilots whosguenand specialized skills, help us find
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bring us home. They include David Hoerner (HoeAwaation Inc., Kalispell), Roger Stradley
(Gallatin Flying Service, Belgrade), Steve Ard (Gker Aviation Inc., Belgrade), Neal Cadwell
(Elkhorn Aviation, Belgrade), Lowell Hanson (Piedmd.ir Services, Helena), Joe Rahn (FWP
pilot), and Joe Rimensberger (Osprey Aviation, Ham), and Mark Duffy (Central

Helicopters, Bozeman).
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APPENDIX 1

MONTANA CONTACT INFORMATION

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Carolyn Sime

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Gray Wolf Program Coordinator, Helena
406-461-0587

casime@mt.gov

Kent Laudon

Montana Fish Wildlife & Park

Wolf Management Specialist, Kalispell
406-751-4586

klaudon@mt.gov

Liz Bradley

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Wolf Management Specialist, Missoula
406-865-0017

Ibradley@mt.gov

Mike Ross

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Wolf Management Specialist, Bozeman
406-581-3664

Mross@ mt.gov

Val Asher
Turner Endangered Species Fund / FWP
Wolf Management Specialist, Bozeman

Nathan Lance

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Wolf Management Specialist, Butte
406-425-3355

nlance@mt.gov

USDA Wildlife Services

(to request investigations of injured or dead
livestock):

John Steuber

USDA WS State Director, Billings

(406) 657-6464 (w)

Kraig Glazier
USDA WS West District Supervisor, Helena
(406) 458-0106 (w)

Mike Foster

USDA WS East District Supervisor, Columbus

(406) 657-6464 (W)

MONTANA FISH WILDLIFE & PARKS ADMINISTRATIVE REGION S

LINCOLN

FLATHEAD
SANDERS

SHERIDAN

DANIELS

ROOSEVELT

RICHLAND

POWDER
RIVER




STATE
HEADQUARTERS

MT Fish, Wildlife & Parks
1420 E 6" Avenue

PO Box 200701

Helena, MT 59620-0701
(406) 444-2535

REGION 1

490 N Meridian Rd
Kalispell, MT 59901
(406) 752-5501

REGION 2

3201 Spurgin Rd
Missoula, MT 59804
(406) 542-5500

TO REPORT A DEAD WOLF OR POSSIBLE ILLEGAL ACTIVITY:

U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service

» Special Agent, Missoula MT: (406) 329-3000
» Special Agent, Great Falls MT (406) 761-2286

REGION 3
1400 South 19"
Bozeman, MT 59718
(406) 994-4042

HELENA Area Res Office
(HARO)

930 Custer Ave W

Helena, MT 59620

(406) 495-3260

BUTTE Area Res Office
(BARO)

1820 Meadowlark Ln

Butte, MT 59701

(406) 494-1953

» Special Agent, Cody WY (307) 527-7604

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

» Dial 1-800-TIP-MONT (1-800-847-6668)

REGION 4

4600 Giant Springs Rd
Great Falls, MT 59405
(406) 454-5840

LEWISTOWN Area Res
Office (LARO)

215 W Aztec Dr

PO Box 938

Lewistown, MT 59457

(406) 538-4658

REGION 5

2300 Lake Elmo Dr
Billings, MT 59105
(406) 247-2940

TO SUBMIT WOLF REPORTS ELECTRONICALLY AND TO LEARN MORE ABOUT
THE MONTANA WOLF PROGRAM, SEE:

o http://fwp.mt.gov/wolf
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APPENDIX 2

Gray Wolf Chronology in Montana

1800
* Wolves are common throughout Montana.
1884
* Wolf-bounty law initiates Montanas official eradia effort.
1915
* Federal authorities begin wolf control in the West.
1925
» Wolf populations eliminated from most of the West.
1936
» Gray wolf believed extinct in Montana although wedvand wolf sign still occasionally
observed.
1950

* Wolves still seen in Wyoming, Montana, and ldahoastonally but no self-sustaining
breeding documented; wolves, likely dispersing fl@éanada, are killed in Montana and
Idaho in every decade through 2000.

1973
* Montana protects wolves as state endangered species

1974
» Wolves protected under federal Endangered SpeaesfA973.

1979
* A wolf is monitored in British Columbia, just nortif Glacier National Park.

1980
* Alone wolf kills livestock near Big Sandy, Montaaad is killed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. This is Montana’s first documedte&olf depredation in more than 50
years.

1986
A wolf den is confirmed in Glacier National ParkhefMagic Pack establishes a territory
in the North Fork Flathead River valley, in the tees portion of Glacier National Park.
* A pack denned on the Blackfeet Reservation, butrvaasliscovered until 1987 when
they began to depredate on livestock.
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1987

1990

1991

1993

1994

1995

1996

1999

2000

Camas Pack established in the North Fork of thth&&al River valley in Glacier
National Park.

First livestock depredation occurs on the BlackiReservation.

The U.S. Congress establishes a Wolf Managemenn@ibee to recommend wolf
recovery strategies for Yellowstone National Paré eentral Idaho.

Congress directs the US Fish and Wildlife Servicprepare a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement on wolf recovery in Yellowstondidlzal Park and central Idaho.

An estimated 45 wolves in five packs occupy theefatiNorthwestern Montana
Recovery Area. One pack establishes west of Hefenaded by a female wolf which
disperesed from Canada.

Federal EIS on the reintroduction of wolves intdld@stone National Park and central
Idaho completed. Wolves to be reintroduced intdokestone National Park and central
Idaho for three to five years under the Endang&meties Acts experimental, non-
essential rules that grant additional managemeritiility. Wolf recovery is defined as
30 breeding pairs--an adult male and an adult femeasing two or more pups to Dec.
31--in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming for three susiesyears.

Fifteen wolves from four packs captured in Canaga@ocated to Yellowstone National
Park and 17 individual wolves are released in e¢tdaho.

Yellowstone National Park receives 17 more wolvesifCanada and 10 wolf pups from
a depredating pack in northwestern Montana. Twesatyes are released in central
Idaho; £' pups are born in the wild.

Governors of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming renew&/1demorandum of
Understanding to coordinate public involvementtospe plans to manage a recovered
wolf population in the northern Rockies and to assutimely delisting.

Montana Governor Marc Racicot appoints 12 Montatizens to the Montana Wolf
Management Advisory Council. The council, chairgddncher Chase Hibbard of
Helena, is charged to advise Montana Fish, Wildifiearks on wolf management in
anticipation of the wolf's delisting.
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2001

2002

2003

US Fish and Wildlife Service determines there &®d@eding pair in the tri-state Rocky
Mountain Recovery Area, marking 2000 as the fiesiryof the three-year countdown to
meet wolf population recovery goals.

An estimated 97 wolves in 8 breeding pairs are tsim Montana.

Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council presetggRieport to the Governor to
Governor Judy Martz, who directs MFWP to draft wadhservation and management
planning document.

Montana Legislature removes the gray wolf from Muat's list of predatory species
once the wolf is delisted. Upon delisting, wolved e legally reclassified in Montana
as species in need of management. New law incloicessions for the defense of life
and private property when a wolf is attacking,ikdl, or threatening to kill a person, or
livestock.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Park’s draft of the Mont@aiVolf Conservation and
Management Planning Document is reviewed, amendédpproved by the Montana
Wolf Management Advisory Council.

An estimated 35 breeding pair, in 51 packs, ar@tsalin the tri-state Rocky Mountain
Recovery Area, totaling about 550 wolves. The Ushkind Wildlife Service determines
2001 is second year of the three-year countdovimgger an official proposal to delist
the wolf.

An estimated 123 wolves in 7 breeding pairs arentamiin Montana.

Montana Wolf Conservation and Management Plannioguinent is released in January.
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks begins to developesvironemntal impact statement
(EIS) on the state management of wolves. The piublitvited to participate at
community work sessions around the state and askiéntify issues and help develop
management alternatives.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks develops draft EI8hwive alternatives.

An estimated 43 breeding pairs are counted inrtfatdte Rocky Mountain Wolf
Recovery Area, totaling about 663 wolves. The Ushfind Wildlife Service determines
2002 is the third year of the three-year countdtavinigger official proposal to delist the
wolves.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service announces that ththern Rockies gray wolf population
has achieved biological recovery under the fedenalangered Species Act.

An estimated 183 wolves in 17 breeding pairs atgntaa in Montana.

Montana’s EIS process includes a 60-day public centrperiod and statewide
community work sessions. The final EIS recommehdsadoption of the "updated
council" alternative. The Montana Fish, WildlifeRRarks Commission approves the
adoption of the preferred alternative — the Cotmtipdate.

State conservation and management plans complgtd pID, and WY and submitted
to USFWS.

States of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming request fupétom Congress.
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2006

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service expected to begm dffficial administrative process of
delisting gray wolves in the northern Rockies.

An estimated 761 wolves in 51 breeding pairs atgntad in the tri-state Rocky
Mountain Wolf Recovery Area at the end of the year.

An estimated 182 wolves in 10 breeding pairs atsntzdl in Montana.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approves state manant plans from Montana and
Idaho and rejects Wyoming's plan. Delisting is@éilly delayed until the impasse is
resolved.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and the Montana Fidfldlife & Parks Commission
approve amending the Record of Decision to pavevthefor interim state participation
in northwest Montana through a limited cooperatigeeement.

In February, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and UF&h and Wildlife Service
complete a cooperative agreement covering northiMestana.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks receives federaldurg and hires staff who begin
implementing the state plan prior to delisting amndonsultation with U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks begins close cooedion with USDA Wildlife Services
to investigate and resolve wolf-livestock conflicts

An estimated 835 wolves in 66 breeding pairs atgtal in the tri-state Rocky
Mountain Wolf Recovery Area at the end of the year.

An estimated 153 wolves in 15 breeding pairs atsntzl in Montana.

Wolves in northwest Montana recoveyr area recleskds “endangered” by court order.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service adopts more flexehiégulations [known as 10(j)
regulations] for the experimental population areslontana and Idaho.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and U.S. Fish anddie Service complete a
cooperative agreement paving the way for Montaressume independent and full
reponsibility for wolf management and conservastatewide. Montana begins
implementing the state plan to the extent allowgdebleral regulations throughout the
state. Funding from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servacel through special Congressional
appropriations fund Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parki®If team.

Montanans form a diverse working group of privdatzens, non-governmental
organizations, and state and federal agenciesgio bleveloping the Montana Livestock
Loss Reduction and Mitigation Program. Work is @ng.

An estimated 256 wolves in 19 breeding pairs atgtza in Montana.

Montana implements as much of approved state @aossible and within federal
guidelines.

Funding from U.S. Fish and Widllfie Service and@pkeCongressional appropriations
continue.
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2007

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and USDA Montana Wiie Services update an
existing interagency cooperative agreement to delgray wolves

Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and Mititgatioodtam draft framework completed
and draft legislation is prepared for the 2007 Noiat Legislature.

An estimated 316 wolves in 21 breeding pairs atsntad in Montana. Distribution
continues to be the western one-third of Montana.

Montana implements as much of approved state @aossible and within federal
guidelines.

Funding from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and@apCongressional appropriations
continue.

HB 364 passed the 2007 Montana Legislature, cigéte Montana Livestock Loss
Reduction and Mitigation Program; Oversight Boardppointed by the Governor and
administrative officer of the Board is hired. FiBstard meeting, fundraising, and rule-
making to begin early in 2008.

MFWP proposes a tentative wolf hunting/trappingsseastructure proposal which is
approved by the MFWP Commission, enabling the agémgather public comment.
(decision timeline is occurs in 2008).

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposes modificatad the Experimental Rules (10j) to
provide additional flexibility to northern Rockistates with approved plans that applies
to the experimental areas of those states, resp8cti

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approves Wyomingalfamanagement plan and state
laws.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposes a NortHeatkies Distinct Population Segment
and to delist wolves in the northern Rockies inestavith approved plans in February (2-
8-07). Two options are presented.

USFWS extended the comment period on the deligtiogosal on 7-6-07.

An estimated minimum of 422 wolves in 39 breediaggare counted in Montana.
Distribution continues to be the western one-tbirdlontana

Montana implements as much of approved state @gossible and within federal
guidelines.

Funding from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and@pkeCongressional appropriations
continue.

The proposed U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service moditiicn of the Experimental Rules
(10j) to provide additional flexibility to northerfRockies states with approved plans that
applies to the experimental areas of those stasgectively is published in the Federal
Register in January and took effect late Febru&gcame moot from March to July
when wolves officially delisted. Took effect againmid-July when the delisting
decision was enjoined. This federal regulatiochigllenged in court and litigation was
still ongoing at the end of the year.
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2009

MFWP proposes a tentative wolf hunting/trappingsseastructure proposal (in
December 2007), gathers public comment. MFWP Casion approves 2008/2009
biennial wolf hunting season in February.

In June, MFWP proposed a tentative wolf quota lierpgossible 2008 wolf season and
received public comment in July.

In June, MFWP also initiated formal rulemaking topt rules relating to how the
agency will implement lethal control under Montaailf plan and ot reclassify the
gray wolf as a species in need of management uelistidg.

Formal rules adopted by the MFWP Commission in &aper. New rules are effective
as of October, but will not be applied (i.e. takieet) until the wolf is delisted.

Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and Mitigation Bbaet twice. The program
receivesd a $50,000 grant from Defenders of Widhihd donations from the Greater
Yellowstone Coalition, the Montana Cattlemen’s Asation, and others. Combined
runding allows payments to begin in April with thest claim. Approximately $83,000 is
paid in claims for livestock that are verified bysDA Wildlife Services as having been
killed by wolves.

On February 27, USFWS publishes the final delistirlg, recognizing the NRM DPS
and removing it from the List of Endangered andeBtened Wildlife; USFWS had
determined Wyoming’s 2007 regulatory mechanismsvaglequate.

Delisting decision took effect March 28.

Twelve parties filed a lawsuit challenging the itigcation and delisting of the NRM
DPS on April 28. The plaintiffs also moved to jpraharily enjoin the delisting.

Oral arguments are heard in May.

On July 18, the U.S. District Court granted thamilff's motion for a preliminary
injunction. The ruling placed the gray wolf baakder the ESA; the 1999 Interim Wolf
Control Plan and the 2005/2008 10j regulationsstaied... The NRM DPS wolf
population was officially delisted from March 283aly 18; FWP suspects preparations
for a 2008 wolf hunting season.

In September, USFWS asked the Court to vacatedlsidg rule and remand it back to
the agency for further consideration.

The Court agreed on October 14. On October 28 WISFe-opens a 30-day public
comment period on the February 2007 delisting psapspecific to issues raised in the
preliminary injunction and contemplates delistinghaut WY after having rejected the
WY plan upon reconsideration.

USFWS analyzed public comments and was expectethke a decision by the end of
2008.

Blackfeet Nation finalizes a wolf management planthe Blackfeet Reservation.

An estimated minimum of 497 wolves in 34 breediaggare counted in Montana.
Distribution continues to be the western one-tbirélontana.

On January 15, USFWS notified WY Governor that Wahmo longer approved.
Wolves in WY managed by USFWS and regulations atbpt the 1994 EIS are
reinstated due to the lack of an approved WY plan.

April 2, USFWS publishes the final delisting ruléish designated the NRM distinct
population segmenet and delists the gray wolf thhout the DPS except WY.
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May 4, the final delisting rule takes effect. Wedvin MT are classified as a species in
need of management staetwide under Montana late; stkes and the state management
plan take full effect.

FWP Commission adopts tentative wolf quotas foripudomment in May. A statewide
guota was proposed and broken down into three nvalffagement units. Public
comment taken during June. Commission adoptsré2009 wolf quotas in July.

The final statewide quota approved by the FWP Casion is 75.

On June 2, same coalition of groups file a lawshi#llenging the federal delisting
decision; suit filed in Missoula MT. MT granted éntenor status in July and files legal
briefs according to schedule approved by the court.

WY challenges the same final delisting rule onlihseis of the USFWS rejection of the
WY state plan in January 2009. Suit filed in CheyeWY.

Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes completelamanagement plan for the
Flathead Reservation.

On August 20, plaintiffs request prliminary injuitet. Hearing on August 30.

FWP begins selling wolf hunting licenses on Augifst

Injunction request is denied on September 8.

The wolf hunting season opens in the Absaroka-BetrtWilderness and the west side
of the Bob Marshall complex on September 15.

On October 9 (half hour after sunset) the Absam&artooth backcountry season was
closed after a total of 9 wolves were harvested.

General deer / elk season opened on October 25f HiMtting season opened statewide
except in the Absoraka-Beartooth area.

WMU 3 (southwest MT) closed on October 26, witlotak of 13 wolves harvested. The
WMU 3 quota of 12 was exceeded by 1 wolf.

On November 10, the N. Fork Flathead subunit wased to harvest after the prescribed
number of 2 wolves were reported harvested.

On November 16, the wolf season closed statewAdtatal of 72 wolves were harvested
out of the total statewide quota of 75. Thirtykdigf the quota of 41 wolves had been
taken in WMU 1 and 21 of 22 in WMU 2. WMU 3 waeséd on October 26 2009, the
guota of 12 wolves was exceeded by 1.

An estimated minimum of 524 wolves in 37 breediaggare counted in Montana.
Distribution continues to be the western one-tbirélontana.
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APPENDIX 3
NORTHERN ROCKIES WOLF PACK TABLES
Table 1a. Montana wolf packs and population datdfontana’s portion of the Northwest
Montana Recovery Area, 2009.

Table 1b. Montana wolf packs and population datdvfontana’s portion of the Greater
Yellowstone Experimental Recovery Area, 2009.

Table 1c. Montana portion of the Central Idaho &kpental Recovery Area (Montana
statewide totals): wolf packs and population d2@99

Table 2a Wyoming wolf packs (outside of Yellowstd\National Park) and population data for
Wyoming’s portion of the Greater Yellowstone Expegntal Recovery Area, 2009.

Table 2b. Yellowstone National Park (YNP) wolf ga@nd population data for YNP’s portion
of the Greater Yellowstone Experimental RecovergaA2009.

Table 2c. Wolf Population Data for the Greaterldi@bstone Experimental Recovery Area,
20009.

Table 3a. Idaho wolf packs and population datddaho’s portion of the Central Idaho
Experimental Recovery Area, 2009.

Table 3b. Idaho wolf packs and population datddaho’s portion of the Northwest Montana
Recovery Area, 2009.

Table 3c. ldaho wolf packs and population dataHerGreater Yellowstone Experimental
Recovery Area, 2009.

Table 3d. Idaho population data for the Centrahtw Experimental Recovery Area, 2008.

Table 4a. Northern Rocky Mountains minimum fallliygopulation and breeding pairs 1979-
2009 by recovery area.

Table 4b. Northern Rocky Mountains minimum falllfymopulation and breeding pairs 1980-
2009 by state.

Table 5a. Northern Rocky Mountain states: confotmelf depredation and wolf management
by recovery area, 1980-2009.

Table 5b. Northern Rocky Mountain states: confumelf depredation and wolf management,
by state, 1987-2009.
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Table 5¢c. Confirmed wolf depredation elsewhereitihern Rocky Mountain Distinct Population
Segment, 2009.

Table 6. Wolf Packs and Population Data for Oregadh WWashington inside the Northern
Rocky Mountain Distinct Population Segment, 2009.

Table 7. Wolf Packs and Population Data for Wagton Outside the Northern Rocky
Mountain Distinct Population Segment, 2009.
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Table 1a: Montana Wolf Packs and Population Data  for Montana's Portion of the Northwest Montana Rec  overy Area, 2009.
_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED

REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK * AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT  NATURAL HUMAN? UNKN® HARVEST® CONTROL°® DISPERSED MISSING *  CATTLE SHEEP DOGS  OTHER

1 Arrastra Creek NWMT MT 2 ? 5

2 Ashley NWMT  MT ? ? 2 1

3 Bearfite NWMT _ MT 2 1 3 1

4 Belmont NWMT _ MT 2 ? 5

5 Benchmark NWMT MT 2 ? 2 3 8

6 Bennie NWMT MT 2 ? 2

7 Bisson (CSKT) NWMT _ MT 3 ? 3

8 Bitterroot Range # NWMT _ MT 3 ? 3

9 Blue Mountain NWMT _ MT 4 ? 4

10 Cabinet NWMT MT 2 ? 2

11 Cache Creek # NWMT MT 2 4 6

12 Camas Pr. (CSKT) NWMT _ MT 2 0 2 3 1 2

13 Candy Mountain NWMT _ MT 5 3 8 1

14 Chippy NWMT _ MT 2 5 7

15 Cilly NWMT _ MT 1 2 3 2 1

16 Corona NWMT MT 7 1 8

17 DeBorgia # NWMT _ MT 3 3 6 1 1

18 Dry Forks (CSKT) NWMT _ MT 2 4 6 4
19 Dutch NWMT MT 7 4 11 1 2

20 Elevation Mountain NWMT MT 1 2 3 2 1

21 Fairy Basin (CSKT) NWMT  MT 3 ? 3

22 Firefighter NWMT _ MT 2 4 6 1

23 Fishtrap NWMT  MT 4 3 7 1 1

24 Flathead Alps NWMT _ MT ? ? 2

25 Great Bear NWMT MT 3 4 7

26 Great Northern NWMT MT ? ? ?

27 Irvine (CSKT) NWMT  MT 3 ? 3

28 Kintla NWMT  MT 7 1 8 4

29 Kootenai South NWMT MT 2 4 6 1

30 Ksanka NWMT MT 2 3 5 1 1

31 Landers Fork NWMT _ MT ? ? 5 4
32 Lazy Creek NWMT _ MT 6 4 10 1

33 Livermore (BFN) NWMT _ MT 2 0 2 24 10

1
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Table 1a: Montana Wolf Packs and Population Data  for Montana's Portion of the Northwest Montana Rec  overy Area, 2009.
- MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK * AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT  NATURAL HUMAN? UNKN® HARVEST® CONTROL ® DISPERSED MISSING *  CATTLE SHEEP DOGS  OTHER
34 Lydia NWMT _ MT ? ? 2 2 1 5 1 2
35 Marias NWMT _ MT 6 ? 6
36 McDonald NWMT _ MT 3 0 3
37 McKay NWMT _ MT ? ? 2
38 Mineral Mountain NWMT MT 5 4 9
39 Mitchell Mountain NWMT MT ? ? 2 7 3 1 1
40 Monitor Mountain NWMT _ MT ? ? 5 1
41 Mullan # NWMT _ MT 4 2 6
42 Murphy Lake NWMT MT 3 2 5 2
Nevada-Creek NWMT MT 0 0 0 6 4
43 Ninemile NWMT MT 3 7 10
44 Nyack NWMT _ MT 2 1 3
45 Ovando Mtn NWMT _ MT 2 4 6 2
46 Piper NWMT _ MT 4 1 5 1
47 Pistol Creek (CSKT) NWMT _ MT 3 ? 3
48 Pulpit Mountain NWMT _ MT 2 5 7 1
49 Quartz Creek NWMT _ MT 2 1 3 2
50 Quintonkon NWMT _ MT 2 3 5
51 Red Shale NWMT MT ? ? 4 2 1
Salish{CSKT) NWMT MT - - - 7 4
52 Satire NWMT _ MT ? ? 7 1 1
53 Selow (CSKT) NWMT _ MT 4 5 9 1 1
54 Silcox NWMT _ MT 3 2 5 2
55 Silver Lake # NWMT MT ? ? 13
56 Sixmile NWMT MT ? ? 5 3
57 Smoky NWMT _ MT 2 2 4 1
58 Solomon Mountain# NWMT _ MT ? ? 7 1
59 Spotted Bear NWMT _ MT 7 1 8 1
60 Superior # NWMT MT 4 2 6
61 Tallulah NWMT MT 2 3 5 3 2
62 Thirsty NWMT _ MT 2 3 5
63 Twilight# NWMT _ MT 3 1 4 1
64 Wolf Prairie NWMT MT ? ? ?
Misc/Lone NWMT MT 11 0 11 3 1

1
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Table 1a: Montana Wolf Packs and Population Data  for Montana's Portion of the Northwest Montana Rec  overy Area, 2009.

R MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK* AREA _ STATE ADULT PUP_TOT _ NATURAL HUMAN® UNKN® HARVEST® CONTROL® DISPERSED MISSING *  CATTLE SHEEP DOGS __ OTHER
MT in NWMT (Table 1a) NWMT ___ MT 167 101 308 1 20 5 38 63 9 3 40 9 1 5
ID in NWNMT (Table 3b) NWMT _ MT 6 11 11 0 1 0 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
NWMT RECOVERY AREA NwWMT_ MTiD 173 112 319 1 21 5 42 63 9 5 40 9 1 5

Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.CSKT = Flathead Indian Reservation; BFN = Blackfeet Indian Reservation.
Excludes wolves killed in control actions to address livestock depredation and lawful public harvest.

Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.

Collared wolves that became missing in 2009.

Agency lethal control whether under state or federal regulations. Includes wolves killed by private citizens to defend livestock or under terms of a kill permit.
Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.

Pack did not exist on Dec. 31 2009 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.

Number legally harvested by hunters in 2009; does not include wounding loss or illegal harvest

H 00N O O b~ W NP

Border pack shared with the State of Idaho; dens in Montana.

FINAL_2009_Table_la_NWMT_03-08-10.xls
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Table 1b:

Montana Wolf Packs and Population Data

for Montana's Portion of the Greater Yellowstone E

xperimental Area, 2009.

- MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK * AREA STATE ADULT PUP TOT NATURAL HUMAN ? UNKN?® HARVEST® CONTROL ° DISPERSED MISSING * CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER}
65 Rosebud GYA MT 3 0 1
66 Baker Mountain GYA MT 3 2 5 1 2
67 Buffalo Fork/Slough Ck GYA MT ? ? ?
68 Slipnslide GYA MT 3 1 4 1
69 Mill Creek GYA MT 3 5 8 2
70 Eightmile GYA MT 2 5 7 1
71 Eagle creek GYA MT 7 5 12 1
72 Beartrap GYA MT 17 5 22
73 Lebo Peak GYA MT 3 0 3 2 30
74 Cougar2 % GYA MT 6 3 9 2
75 Hayden % GYA MT 5 3 8
76 Horn Mountain GYA MT 4 4 8 3 3
SageCr # ' GYA  MT 0 0 0 10 1 (261D)
Centennial GYA MT 0 0 O 5 105
77 Jack Cr GYA MT 1 ? 1 1 3
78 Horse Cr GYA MT 3 3 6
79 Toadflax GYA MT 5 5 10
80 Black Mtn GYA MT 3 ? ? 4 2
81 Cedar Cr GYA MT ? ? 2 1 2
Blacktail3 GYA MT 0 0 O 3 38
Misc/Lone GYA MT 0 0O O 1 1 1 3 10 1
MT in GYA (Table 1b) GYA MT 68 41 106 0 3 2 9° 31 2 1 14 185 1 1

1 Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.

o O~ W DN

Excludes wolves killed in control actions to address livestock depredation and lawful public harvest.
Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.
Collared wolves that became missing in 2009.

Agency lethal control whether under state or federal regulations. Includes wolves killed by private citizens to defend livestock or under terms of a kill permit.
Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.”

7 Pack did not exist on Dec. 31 2009 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.

8 Number legally harvested by hunters in 2009; does not include wounding loss or illegal harvest

9 Four harvested wolves from the Cottonwood pack (a MT/WY border pack) shown in Table 2 (Wyoming and Greater Yellowstone Area)
# Border pack shared with State of Idaho; dens in Montana and majority of time in Montana; sheep losses occurred in ID and are included in ID Table 3 livestock loss totals
% Border pack shared with Yellowstone National Park, Wyoming;majority of time in Montana

FINAL_2009_Table_1b_SWMT_GYA_03-08-10.xls
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Table 1c:

Montana Portion of the Central Idaho Experimental

Area (Montana statewide totals): wolf packs and po

pulation data 2009

MINIMUM ESTIMATED

REF. RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES6
# __ WOLF PACKL AREA _STATE ADULT PUP_TOT __ NAT HUMAN2 UNKN3 HARVEST® CONTROL® _ DISPERSED _ MISSING4 CATTLE _SHEEP __DOGS__ OTHER
82 Big Hole # cID MT ? ? 5 3 2 1
83 Brooks Creek # cID MT 3 ? 3
84 Lake Como # cip MT 3 ? 3 2
85 Trapper Peak cID MT 1 5 6 2 1
86 Watchtower # cID MT 2 ? 6 1
87 Painted Rocks # cip MT 3 4 7 1
88 Sula# cID MT ? ? 5
EastFork Bitterroot cID MT 0 0 O 1 2
89 Trail Creek # cip MT 4 2 6 1 1
90 Divide Creek cID MT 3 4 7
91 Gird Point cID MT 2 ? 4
92  Welcome Creek cip MT 4 5 9 1
93 Ram Mtn cID MT 2 ? 5
94 East Fork Rock Creek cID MT 4 ? 4
95 Flint Creek cip MT 2 0o 2
96 Bender cID MT 2 1 3 1 2
97 Table Mtn cID MT ? ? 5
98 Mt Haggin cID MT 3 0 3
99 Pintler cID MT 10 ? 10
MeVey cID MT 0 0 O 2 11 7
Battlefield # cID MT 0 0 0 5 13
100 Miner Lakes # cID MT 2 ? 4 3 9
Grasshopper ciD MT 0 0 O 6 1
Middle Creek # cID MT 0 0 O 8 (36 ID)
101 Horse Prairie # ciD MT 3 3 6 4
Misc/Lone ciD MT 6 0o 7 3 1 4 2 8
MT Total in CID CID MT 59 24 110 1 6 3 21 51 4 3 43 8 2 0
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Table 1c: Montana Portion of the Central Idaho Experimental Area (Montana statewide totals): wolf packs and po  pulation data 2009

MINIMUM ESTIMATED

REF. RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES6
#  WOLF PACKL AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT  NAT HUMAN2 UNKN3 HARVEST® CONTROL®  DISPERSED  MISSING4 CATTLE SHEEP  DOGS  OTHER

MT in NWMT total (Tablela)  NwMT  MT 167 101 308 1 20 5 38 63 9 3 40 9 1 5
MT in GYA total (Table 1b) GYA MT 68 41 106 0 3 2 9 31 2 1 14 185 1 1
MT in CID total (Table 1c) CID MT 59 24 110 1 6 3 21 51 4 3 43 8 2 0
MT STATE TOTAL MT 294 166 524 2 29 10 68 ° 145 15 7 97 202 4 6
1 Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.
2 Excludes wolves killed in control actions.
3 Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.
4 Collared wolves that ceased transmitting in 2009.
5 Includes agency lethal control and take by private citizens under 10j regulation.
6 Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.
7 Pack did not exist on December 31, 2009 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.
8 Four wolves harvested from the Cottonwood pack shown in Table 2 (Wyoming and Greater Yellowstone Area).
# Border pack shared with State of Idaho; dens and majority of time in Montana; ID livestock losses in Table 3. (Big Hole pack; 1 harvested, 1 killed illegally in ID).

FINAL_2009_Table_1c_MT_CID_03-08-10.xIs
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Table 2a: Wyomi ng Wolf Packs (Outside YNP) and Population Data for
lArea, 2009.

Wyoming's Portion of the Greater Yellowstone Exper

imental

MINIMUM
- ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK * AREA  STATE _ADULT PUP’ TOT NATURAL HUMAN? UNKN HARVEST® CONTROL® DISPERSED _ MISSING*  CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
Wyoming Outside Yellowstone National Park
102 Absaroka GYA wY 2 2 4 1 4
103 Antelope GYA wY 5 0 5 2 2 1
104 Beartooth GYA wY 2 3 5
105 Big Piney GYA wY 5 ? 5
106 Black Butte GYA wY 1 2 3 6 37
107 Bold Mtn. GYA wY 2 0o 2
108 Buffalo GYA wy 8 14 22 1 3
109 Butte Creek GYA wyY 4 4 8
110 Carter Mtn. GYA wY 2 2 4 1 3
111 Chagrin River # GYA wY 4 3 7
112 Daniel GYA wY 4 ? 4
113 Dog Creek GYA wyY 1 5 6 5 45 3
114 East Fork GYA wY 4 4 8
115 Elk Fork Creek GYA wy 3 2 5
116 Gooseberry GYA wY 4 4 8
117 Green River GYA wy 3 5 8 4
118 Grevybull River GYA wy 4 3 7 1
119 Gros Ventre GYA wY 3 0 3
120 Hoodoo GYA wY 6 4 10
121 Lava Mtn. GYA wy 3 4 7
122 Pacific Creek GYA wY 10 4 14 1
123 Pahaska GYA wY 5 4 1
124 Phantom Springs GYA wY 5 4 1 1
125 Pinnacle Peak GYA wY 8 6 14 1
126 Popo Agie GYA wY 2 0
127 Rim GYA wY 4 2
128 South Fork GYA wY 4 2 1
129 Sunlight GYA wY 2 2 4
130 Wsﬁkie GYA WY 6 4 10
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131 Whiskey Basin GYA wyY 3 0 3
Sub-total GYA WY 119 89 208 2 7 0 26 4 0 17 82 7 0
Misc. wolves
Deer Creek” GYA Wy 0O 0 0 1
Huekleberry GYA wy 0O 0 0O
Prospeet GYA % 0 0 O 2 1
Snake River GYA wy 0 0 0 4
Big-Hom GYA wY 0 0 0 3 113
Misc/Lone wolves® GYA Wy 16 ? 16 1
Sub-total ova___wy 16 0 16 0 0 0 5 0 12 3 113 0 0
WY Total (outside YNP) WY 135 89 224 2 7 0 31 4 12 20 195 7 0

Table 2b: Yellowstone National Park (YNP) Wolf Pack

Experimental Area, 2009.

s and Population Data for YNP's Portion of the Grea

ter Yellowstone

MINIMUM
_ ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK * AREA _ STATE __ADULT PUP_TOT _NATURAL HUMAN® UNKN® HARVEST® CONTROL®  DISPERSED _ MISSING * CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
Yellowstone National Park Northern Range
694F Group-’ GYA Wy 0 0 o0 1
132682M Group GYA wY 2 0o 2 1
133Agate GYA wY 3 0 3
134Blacktail GYA wy 5 4 9 1
Cottonwood # GYA wY ? ? 2 4
135Druid GYA wY 11 0 11
136Everts GYA wy 4 0 4 2
137Lava Creek GYA wy 0
138Quadrant Mountain GYA wY 4 3
Misc/Lone wolves GYA wY 0 1 1
Northern Range Total 33 7 40 7 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Yellowstone National Park Non -Northern
Range
139Bechler % GYA __ WY/ID 6 ? 1
140Canyon GYA wy 0 1
141Cougar Creek # GYA  MT/WY 3 3
142Gibbon Meadows GYA WY 11 6 17 1 1 1
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143Grayling GYA wy 2 2 4 1
144Mollie's GYA wy 10 5 15
145Yellowstone Delta GYA wY 4 ? 4 3
Misc/Lone wolves GYA wY 0 1
Non-Northern Range Total wY 40 16 56 3 0 0 0 1 1 6 0 0 0 0
YNP Total in WY GYA % 73 23 96 10 1 0 4 1 4 6 0 0 0 0
WY Total (outside YNP) GYA wY 135 89 224 2 1 7 0 32 4 12 20 195 7 0
WY STATE TOTAL GYA wY 208 112 320 12 2 7 4 32 8 18 20 195 7 0
Table 2c:  Wolf Population Data for the Greater  Yellowstone Recovery Area, 2009.
_ E’\SA'II";‘l\lllMAl'f'gD DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK * AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT NATURAL HUMAN? UNKN® HARVEST® CONTROL®  DISPERSED MISSING * CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
WY in GYA (Table 2b) GYA % 208 112 320 12 2 7 4 32 8 18 20 195 7 0
MT in GYA (Table 1b) GYA MT 68 41 106 0 3 2 9 31 2 1 14 185 1 1
ID in GYA (Table 3c) GYA D 22 7 29 0 3 0 5 6 0 3 3 97 5 1
GYA RECOVERY AREA GYA wymT/D 298 160 455 12 8 9 18 69 10 22 37 477 13 2

1 Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.

2 Excludes wolves Kkilled in control actions and lawful harvest.

3 Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.

4 Collared wolves that became missing in 2009.
5 Includes agency lethal control under federal regulations. Includes wolves killed by private citizens to defend livestock or under terms of a lethal take

permit.

6 Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.
7 Pack did not exist on Dec. 31 2009 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative

8 Number legally harvested by humans in 2009.

9 See narrative text for explanation.

# Border pack shared with Montana; dens in Wyoming.

% Border pack shared with Idaho; dens in Wyoming.

FINAL_2009_Table_2a_2b_2c_WY_GYA_03-08-10.xls
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Table 3a: Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Dataf or Idaho's Portion of the Central Idaho Recovery Ar  ea, 2009.
_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °®
# WOLF PACK * AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT  NATURAL HUMAN ? UNKN ® HARVEST ® CONTROL ° DISP{ERSE MISSING *  CATTLE SHEEP DOGS  OTHER
146 Aparejo CID ID 9 2 11
Applejack CID D 0 0 0 5 1 4
147 Archie Mountain cID D 2 4 6 1
148 Avery CID D ? 3 3
Basin-Butte cID D 0 0 0 1 2 9 1 4
149 Battle Ridge CID ID ? ? ?
150 Bear Pete CID D ? 6 ? 1 5
151 Bear Valley cID D ? 3 ? 1 )
152 Bear Wallow CID D 2 4 6 2 10 1
153 Big Buck CID ID ? 4 ?
154 Bimerick Meadow cID ID ? 4 ?
155 Black Canyon # cID ID ? 1 2
156 Blue Bunch cID D 5 0 5 1
157 Buffalo Ridge cID D ? ? ?
158 Calderwood CID ID 6 2 8
159 Casner Creek cID D 2 5 7 2 1 2
160 Chamberlain Basin cID D ? ? ?
161 Chesimia CID D ? 2 2 1 2 1
GCold-Springs cib ID 0 0 0
162 Coolwater Ridge CID ID ? ? ?
163 Deception CID D ? 3 ? 1
164 Doublespring cID D ? 2?2 9 11
165 Eagle Mountain CID [b) ? ? ?
166 Earthquake Basin cID D 1 5 6
EastFork cID D 0 0 0 4
167 Eldorado Creek cID ID 3 5 8
168 Fish Creek # cID D ? 6 ?
169 Fishhook CID [b) ? 2 ? 3
Five Lakes Butte cID ID 0 0 0
170 Florence CID ID ? ? ?
171 Galena CID D ? 2 ? 3
172 Giant Cedar CID 1D 5 3 8
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173 Golden Creek CID D 3 5
GospelHump cID D 0 0 O
174 Grandad CID D 6 4 10
175 Hard Butte cID ID ? 4 7
176 Hemlock Ridge cID D ? 1 ? 2
177 Honey Jones CID D ? 5 ?
178 Hoodoo CID ID ? 3 ? 1
179 Hornet Ck cID D 2 1 3 1 5
180 Horsethief cID D ? 0 ? 1
181 Hughes Creek # cID D ? ? ? 2
Hyndman cip D 0 0 0
182 Indian Creek CID ID ? ? ?
183 Iron Creek cID D ? ? 4 1
184 Jersey Creek cID D ? ? 5
185 Jungle Creek CID D ? 4 ? 12
186 Jureano Mountain cID D ? 2 ? 1
187 Kelly Creek CID ID ? ? 6
188 Kootenai Peak cID D ? 3 ?
189 Landmark cID D ? 3 ?
190 Lembhi CID D ? ? ?
191 Lick Creek cID D ? 4 ?
192 Little Anderson CID ID ? 1 ?
193 Little Wood River cID D 5 1 6 25
194 Lochsa cID D 13 2 15 2
195 Magruder CID D ? ? 2
196 Mahoney CID ID ? ? 6
197 Marble Mountain cID D ? 2 ?
198 Monumental Creek cID D ? 1 9
199 Morgan Creek cID D ? 1 2
200 Mover Basin CID D 5 5 10
201 Musselshell CID ID ? 2 2
202 Nakarna Mtn cID D ? 3 ? 1
O'HaraPoint cID D 0 0 0
203 Owl Creek cID D ? ? ?
204 Pen Basin CID D ? 1 ?
205 Pettibone Creek cID ID ? ? ?
206 Phantom Hill cID D ? 3 ? 2 14
207 Pilot Rock CID 1D ? ? ?
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208 Pot Mountain CID D ? ? ? 1
209 Red River CID ID ? 5 ?
210 Scott Mountain cID D ? 2 ? 1
211 Selway cID D ? ? ?
212 Sleepy Hollow cID D ? 2 ? 1
213 Snake River CID D 3 0 3 13 9
214 Soldier Mountain CID ID ? ? ? 1 6 2
215 Spirit Ridge CID ID ? ? ?
216 Steel Mountain cID D ? 3 3 50
217 Stolle Meadows cID D ? 0 ? 4
218 Sweet-Ola cID D 7 3 10
219 Tangle Creek CID ID 1 2 3
220 Thorn Creek cID D ? 0 ? 2 2 4 22
221 Thunder Mountain cID D ? ? ?
222 Timberline CID D 4 3 7 3 1 1 3 9
223 Van cID D ? 1 ?
224 Wapiti CID ID 5 3 8 1
225 White Bird Creek cID D 4 2 6 2
226 Wolf Fang cID D ? 2?2 1
227 Yankee Fork CID D ? 6 ? 1
Lone/Paired cID D 16 0 16 3 1 3 9
Idaho minimum count CID ID ? ? 210
Unknown wolves cID D ? ? 593 5 2 74 7 10 21
MT border packs CID D 0 0 O 36
ID in CID (Table 3a) CID D 109 159 803 2 15 24 125 87 72 227
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Table 3b: Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Dataf or Idaho's Portion of the Northwest Montana Recover vy Area,
2009.
- MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK AREA __ STATE_ADULT _PUP_ TOT _ NATURAL HUMAN 2 UNKN ® HARVEST ° CONTROL ° DISPSRSE MISSING * _ CATTLE SHEEP _DOGS __ OTHER
228 Boundary # NWMT D ? ? ?
229 Bumblebee NWMT D ? 2 ?
230 Calder Mtn # NWMT D ? ? 2
231 Copper Falls # NWMT D ? 4 2
232 Cutoff Peak # NWMT ID ? ? ?
233 Pond Peak # NWMT D 6 5 11 2
234 Snowy Top # NWMT D ? ? ?
Misc/Lone NWMT D ? ? 2
Unknown NWMT D ? ? ? 1 4
ID in NWMT (Table 3b) NWMT ID 6 11 11 1 0 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

GYANWMT/CID

Table 3c: Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Dataf or Idaho's Portion of Greater Yellowstone Experimen  tal Area and Idaho Stat ewide totals,
2009.
_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK * AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT NATURAL HUMAN ? UNKN * HARVEST ® CONTROL ° DISP[ERSE MISSING *  CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
235 Biscuit Basin GYA ID 1 4 1 4 71 5 1
236 Bishop Mountain # GYA ID 4 1 5 2
237 Bitch Creek # GYA D 5 2 7 1 3
238 Fogg Butte GYA D 4 3 7
239 Henrys Lake # GYA D 6 0 6
Unknown wolves GYA ID ? ? ? 4 1
Misc / Lone GYA D ? ? ? 1
MT border packs GYA MT 0 0 O 26
ID in GYA (Table 3c) GYA 22 7 29 3 0 5 6 0 3 3 97 5 1
ID in NWMT (Table
3b) NWMT 6 11 11 1 0 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
ID in CID (Table 3a) ciD 109 159 803 15 24 125 87 9 8 72 227 8 0
ID STATE TOTAL 137 177 843 19 24 134 93 9 13 75 324 13 1
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Table 3d: Wolf Population Data for the Central Id  aho Experimental Area, 2009.

MINIMUM ESTIMATED

NATURAL HUMAN 2 UNKN * HARVEST ® CONTROL °

REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009

# WOLF PACK * AREA _ STATE_ADULT _PUP_TOT

MT in CID (Table 1c) CID MT 59 24 110
ID in CID (Table 3a) CID D 109 159 803
CID RECOVERY AREA cop vt 168 183 913

KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
DISPERSE
D MISSING *  CATTLE SHEEP_DOGS _ OTHER
4 3 43 8 2 0
9 8 72 227 8 0
13 11 115 235 10 0

1 Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.
2 Excludes wolves killed in control actions to address livestock depredation and lawful

public harvest.
3 Does not include pups that disappeared before
winter.

4 Collared wolves that became missing in 2009.

5 Agency lethal control whether under state or federal regulations. Includes wolves killed by private citizens to defend livestock or under terms of

a kill permit.
6 Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by
wolves.

7 Pack did not exist on Dec. 31 2009 and is not displayed on the map; see pack

narrative.

8 Number legally harvested by hunters in 2009; does not include wounding loss or illegal mortality which was counted towards ID

harvest limits.

# Border pack shared with adjacent state or province; dens in

Idaho.

FINAL_2009_Table 3a_3b_3c_3d_CID_03-08-10.xls
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Table 4a: Northern Rocky Mountain minimum fall wol ~ f population and breeding pairs* 1980-2009, by Fede ral Recovery Area.

(Includes only Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming within the Northern Rocky Mountain Distinct Population Seg ment. See Figures 2-4.)

Minimum Fall Wolf Population by Recovery Area:

Year 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 899091929394 95 9 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

Recovery Area
NWMT 1 2 8 6 613151014 123329415548 66 70 56 49 63 64 84 108 92 59 126 171 230 282 319

GYA 21 40 86 112 118 177 218 271 301 335 325 390 453 449 455
CID 14 42 71 114 156 196 261 284 368 452 565 739 830 914 913

TOTAL 1 2 8 6 613 1510 14 12 33 29 41 55 48 101 152 213 275 337 437 563 663 761 846 1016 1300 1513 1645 1687

Breeding Pairs by Recovery Area:

Year 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 899091929394 95 9 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

Recovery Area

NWMT 1 2 1 1 3 2 4 45 6 7 5 5 6 6 7 12 4 6 11 12 23 18 26
GYA 2 4 9 6 8§ 14 13 23 21 31 20 31 33 35 38
CID 3 6 10 10 10 14 14 26 29 40 43 51 42 49
TOTAL 1 211 3 2 4 45 8 14 20 21 24 30 34 49 51 66 71 86 107 95 113

* By the standards of the Rocky Mountain Gray Wolf Recovery Plan and wolf reintroduction environmental impact statement,
a breeding pair is defined as an adult male and an adult female wolf, accompanied by 2 pups that survived at least until Dec 31.
Recovery goals call for 10 breeding pairs per area, or a total of 30 breeding pairs distributed through the 3 areas, for 3 years.

NOTE: Each year, wolf packs discovered in the current year that contain > 2 yearlings and > 2 adults are added to the previous year's
breeding pair and population totals; similarly, if evidence in the current year indicates that < 2 pups or <2 adults survived on December
31 of the previous year, that wolf pack is deleted from the previous year's breeding pair counts and population totals. Therefore,
breeding pair counts and population totals are updated in current annual reports.
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Table 4b: Northern Rocky Mountain minimum fall wol f population and breeding pairs* 1980-2009, by Stat e.

(Includes only those within the Northern Rocky Mountain Distinct Population Segment. See Figure 1 )

Minimum Fall Wolf Population by State:

Year 80 81 82 83 84 8586 87 88 899091929394 95 9 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 O7 08 09

State

MT 1 2 8 6 613151014 123329415548 66 70 56 49 74 97 123 183 182 152 256 316 422 497 524
WY 21 40 86 112 107 153 189 217 234 272 252 311 359 302 320
ID 14 42 71 114 156 187 251 263 345 422 512 673 732 846 843
OR 14
WA 5

TOTAL 1 2 8 6 6131510 14 12 33 29 41 55 48 101 152 213 275 337 437 563 663 761 846 1020 1300 1513 1645 1706

Breeding Pairs by State:

Year 80 81 82 83 84 8586 87 888990919293 94 9 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

State

MT 1 2 11 3 2 4 45 6 7 5 5 7 8 7 17 10 15 19 21 39 34 37
WY 2 4 9 6 7 12 13 18 16 25 16 25 25 22 27
ID 3 6 10 10 10 14 14 25 26 36 40 43 39 49
OR 1
WA 1
TOTAL 1 2 11 3 2 4 45 8 14 20 21 24 30 34 49 51 66 71 86 107 95 115

* By the standards of the Rocky Mountain Gray Wolf Recovery Plan and wolf reintroduction environmental impact statement,
a breeding pair is defined as an adult male and an adult female wolf, accompanied by 2 pups that survived at least until Dec 31.
Recovery goals call for 10 breeding pairs per area, or a total of 30 breeding pairs distributed through the 3 areas, for 3 years.

NOTE: Each year, wolf packs discovered in the current year that contain > 2 yearlings and > 2 adults are added to the previous year's
breeding pair and population totals; similarly, if evidence in the current year indicates that < 2 pups or <2 adults survived on
December 31 of the previous year, that wolf pack is deleted from the previous year's breeding pair counts and population totals.
Therefore, breeding pair counts and population totals are updated in current annual reports.

FINAL_2009_BP_by_STATE_Table_4b_&_Figure_6_03-08-10.xis
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Table 5a: Northern Rocky Mountain States Confirmed

Wolf Depredation *, 1987-2009, by Recovery Area.

(Does not include Oregon and Washington. See Table  5c.)
YEAR 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 TOTAL
Northwest Montana Recovery Area _:
cattle 6 0 3 5 2 1 0 6 3 9 16 9 13 10 8 9 6 6 9 6 26 37 40 230
sheep 10 0 0o O 2 O O O o0 o 30 0O 19 2 5 13 3 1 1 1 5 0 9 101
other 3 0O 0 0O O O O O o o o 0 O 0O O 4 5 0 1 0 2 1 10 5 28
dogs 0O 0 o 1 o O O o 3 1 0 O 2 3 1 4 O 0 0 1 3 2 1 22
wolves moved O 0 4 0O 3 0 O 2 2 10 7 0O 4 0 5 0O O 0 0 0 0 0 0 37
wolves killed 4 0 1 1 0 O 0O 0 0 4 14 4 9 4 3 9 14 1 2 15 19 50 63 217
Greater Yellowstone Recovery Area
cattle 0 O 5 3 4 7 2233 45 100 61 135 79 60 37 591
sheep 0 13 67 7 13 39 117 71 90 99 53 41 35 111 477 1233
other 3 0 O 0O 0 1 o 0O 0 10 4 0 1 13 5 2 36
dogs 1 0 0O 4 7 8 4 1 0 6 2 0 3 1 13 50
wolves moved 6 8 14 0 O 6 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 42
wolves killed 0 1 6 3 9 6 9 23 38 55 60 56 87 83 69 505
Central Idaho Recovery Area_:
cattle 0o 2 1 9 16 15 10 10 13 24 27 43 78 117 115 480
sheep 0 24 29 5 57 39 16 15 118 170 190 205 173 244 235 1520
other 3 0 O 0O 0 0 O 0O O 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 5
dogs 0 1 4 1 6 0 1 4 6 3 9 7 7 11 10 70
wolves moved 0 b5 0 3 15 10 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 38
wolves killed 0 1 1 0 5 10 7 14 7 30 41 71 80 131 138 536
Total, 3 Recovery Areas :
cattle 6 0 3 5 2 1 0 6 3 11 22 21 33 32 40 52 64 130 97 184 183 214 192 1301
sheep 10 0 0O O 2 O 0O O O 37 126 12 89 80 138 99 211 270 244 247 213 355 721 2854
other 3 O 0 0O O O o O o o o 0O 0 1 o 4 5 10 5 2 3 14 18 7 69
dogs O o o 1 O o O o 4 2 4 5 15 11 6 9 6 9 11 8 13 14 24 142
wolves moved O 0 4 0o 3 0O O 2 8 23 21 3 19 16 18 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 117
wolves killed2 4 0 1 1 0 0 O 0 0 6 21 7 23 20 19 46 59 86 103 142 186 264 270 1258

1 Numbers of animals confirmed killed by wolves in calendar year. Excludes Oregon and Washington. See Table 5c.
2 Includes wolves legally shot by livestock owners. Others killed in government control efforts.
3 Total livestock other than cattle and sheep confirmed killed by wolves between 1987 and 2009 are: 25 llamas, 31 goats and 10 horses.

FINAL_2009_DEP_by REC_AREA_Table 5a_03-08-10.xIs
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Table 5b: Northern Rocky Mountain Confirmed Wolf D epredation *, 1987-2009, by State.
(Does not include Oregon and Washington. See Table  5c.)

YEAR 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 TOTAL
Montana
cattle 6 0 3 5 2 1 0 6 3 10 19 10 20 14 12 20 24 36 23 32 75 77 97 495
sheep 10 0 0 0O 2 O O O 0 13 4 O 25 7 50 84 86 91 33 4 27 111 202 786
other 3 0O 0 0 0O 0O O O o o0 o 0 O 0 O 4 5 0 3 2 2 14 17 6 53
dogs 0O 0 0O 1 0o 0O O o 4 1 0 1 2 5 2 5 1 4 1 4 3 2 4 40
wolves moved 0O 0 4 0 3 0O O 2 8 22 20 0 14 6 17 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 96
wolves killed 4 0 1 1 0 0O 0O 0O 0 5 18 4 19 7 8 26 34 40 35 53 73 110 145 583
Wyoming
cattle 0O O 2 2 2 3 18 23 34 75 54 123 55 41 20 452
sheep 0O 0 656 7 0 25 34 O 7 18 27 38 16 26 195 449
other 3 0O O 0 0O 1 o 0 0 10 2 0 1 0 0 0 14
dogs 0 O 0 3 6 6 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 7 29
wolves moved 0 O 1 O 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
wolves killed 0 O 2 3 1 2 4 6 18 29 41 44 63 46 32 291
Idaho
cattle 0 1 1 9 11 15 10 9 6 19 20 29 53 96 75 354
sheep 0 24 29 5 64 48 54 15 118 161 184 205 170 218 324 1619
other 3 0O O 0 O 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
dogs 0 1 4 1 7 O 2 4 5 3 9 4 8 12 13 73
wolves moved 0 1 0 3 5 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
wolves killed 0 1 1 O 3 11 7 14 7 17 27 45 50 108 93 384
Total, 3 States
cattle 6 0 3 5 2 1 0 6 3 11 22 21 33 32 40 52 64 130 97 184 183 214 192 1301
sheep 10 0 0 0O 2 0O O O O 37 126 12 89 80 138 99 211 270 244 247 213 355 721 2854
other 3 0O 0 0O 0O O O O o o0 o 0 0O 1 o0 4 5 10 5 2 3 14 18 7 69
dogs O o o 1 o O o o 4 2 4 5 15 11 6 9 6 9 11 8 10 14 24 139
wolves moved 0O 0 4 0 3 0O O 2 8 23 21 3 19 16 18 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 117
wolves killed2 4 0 1 1 0 0O O 0 0 6 21 7 23 20 19 46 59 86 103 142 186 264 270 1258

1 Numbers of animals confirmed killed by wolves in calendar year. Excludes Oregon and Washington. See Table 5c.
2 Includes wolves legally shot by livestock owners. Others killed in government control efforts.
3 Total livestock other than cattle and sheep confirmed killed by wolves between 1987 and 2009: are 25 llamas, 31 goats and 10 horses.

See Interagency Report narrative for compensation paid in each state. FINAL_2009_DEP_by STATE_Table 5b_03-08-10.xls
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Table 5c¢: Confirmed Wolf Depredation

! Elsewhere, Northern Rocky Mountain Distinct Popula
(Includes only portions of Oregon and Washington wi

tion Segment, 2009.

thin the Distinct Population Segment. See Figure 1 )

YEAR 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 TOTAL
Oregon

cattle 1 1
sheep 28 28
other 3 1 1
dogs 0 0
wolves moved 0 0
wolves killed 2 2
Washington

cattle 0 0
sheep 0 0
other 3 0 0
dogs 0 0
wolves moved 0 0
wolves killed 0 0
Total, 2 States

cattle 1
sheep 28
other 3 1
dogs 0
wolves moved 0
wolves killed2 2

1 Numbers of animals confirmed killed by wolves in calendar year.
2 Includes wolves legally shot by livestock owners. Others killed in government control efforts.
3 Total livestock other than cattle and sheep confirmed killed by wolves in 2009: 1 goat.

See Interagency Report narrative for compensation paid in each state.
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Table 6: Wolf Packs and Population Data for Oregon

(See Figures 1 and 7)

and Washington Inside the Northern Rocky Mountain

Distinct Population Segment.

. MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK * AREA  STATE _ADULT PUP TOT NATURAL  HUMAN? UNKN® HARVEST®  CONTROL® DISPERSED MISSING * CATTLE SHEEP DOGS _OTHER

240 Imnaha NRM OR 5 5 10
241 Wenaha NRM OR ? ?

Keating-Valley NRM OR 0 0 2 1 28 1
242 Diamond # NRM WA 2 3

OR/WA Total in NRM DPS (Table 6) 7 8 19 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 28 0 1

o O~ W N P

Collared wolves that became missing in 2009.

Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.

Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.
Excludes wolves killed in control actions to address livestock depredation and lawful public harvest.

7 Pack did not exist on Dec. 31 2009 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.

8 Number legally harvested by hunters in 2009; does not include wounding loss or illegal harvest

# Border pack shared with the State of Idaho; dens in Washington.

Agency lethal control whether under state or federal regulations. Includes wolves killed by private citizens to defend livestock or under terms of a kill permit.
Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.

Table 7: Wolf Packs and Population Data for Washin

(See Figure 7)

gton Outside the Northern Rocky Mountain Distinct P

opulation Segment.

- MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2009 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK * AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT NATURAL ~ HUMAN? UNKN® HARVEST®  CONTROL® DISPERSED MISSING * CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
1 Lookout WA 3 4 7
WA total outside NRM DPS (Table 7) 3 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

o O A W N P

Collared wolves that became missing in 2009.

Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.

Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.
Excludes wolves killed in control actions to address livestock depredation and lawful public harvest.

7 Pack did not exist on Dec. 31 2009 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.

8 Number legally harvested by hunters in 2009; does not include wounding loss or illegal harvest

Final_2009_Table_6_and_7_OR_WA_03-08-10.xls
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APPENDIX 4
NORTHERN ROCKIES PACK DISTRIBUTION MAPS 2009
Figure 1. (map) Central Idaho, Northwest Montand @reater Yellowstone wolf recovery
areas (Key: Tables 1 - 3).
Figure 2. (map) Northwest Montana Wolf Recoverya(Key: Table 1a).

Figure 3. (map) Greater Yellowstone Wolf Recoverga\(Key: Tables 1b, 2).

Figure 4. (map) Central Idaho Wolf Recovery AreayKTables 1c, 3 a, b, c, d).

Figure 7. (map) Oregon Washington Wolf Pack LocaiKey: Tables 6 and 7).
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Figure 1: Northern Rocky Mountain Gray Wolf Distinct Population Segment Area
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Figure 2. Northwest Montana Wolf Recovery Area

268
Y
psa 22
230
c Sandpoint
(@]
-
(@]
£
Ko
2l 2
TS| ©
=|=
Coeur
d'Alene
q d'Alene
dian
ervation
Cewiston'
Li=d)
Nez Perce
Indian

rvation

Flathead
Indian
Reservation

Blackfeet
Indian

Cut Bank

o Hamilton
< o
. @© © Anaconda
Grangeville o] - Py
-— c
o
2 Buttel
L]
N
Wolf Pack Distribution (See Tables) l
)
Recovery Area Boundary ‘
Data provided by Montana Fish, Wildife and Parks; Idaho Fish & Game;
Nez Perce Tribe; Wyoming Game & Fish; US Fish & Wildiite Service: N State Boundary 0 10 20 40

National Park Service; Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife; and Washington
Dept. of Fish and Wildlife. All other data layers from Montana, Idaho,

Wyoming, Oregon and Washington data clearinghouses.

Montana Fish, Wildiife and Parks; 1420 E. 6th Ave, Helena, MT 59620

AnnualProjects/WolfReport/2009 Season - 2/19/2010

- National Park Service

Major Highways

Miles

- 168 -




Figure 3. Greater

Yellowstone Wolf Recovery Area
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Figure 4. Central Idaho Wolf Recovery Area
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Figure 7. Oregon / Washington Wolf Pack Locations
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APPENDIX 5

NORTHERN ROCKIES WOLF POPULATION GRAPHS

Figure 5. Northern Rocky Mountain wolf populativands 1980-2009, by recovery area.

Figure 6.Northern Rocky Mountain wolf populatiorrids 1980-2009, by state.
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Figure 5. Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Population Trends,
by Recovery Area, 1980-2009

(excludes Oregon and Washington)
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Figure 6. Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Population Trends
in Montana, ldaho and Wyoming: 1980-2009
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